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�
1.0  HOUSEKEEPING ITEMS





1.1  Introductions





Alan Rumsey welcomed participants to this meeting of the IEEE Rail Transit Vehicle Interface Standards Committee (RTVISC) Working Group #2 (WG2), developing performance and functional requirements standards for Communications-Based Train Control (CBTC) systems.  This meeting was hosted by NYCT, and Alan Rumsey thanked Geoff Hubbs for all of the meeting arrangements.





1.2  Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes





The minutes of the previous WG2 meeting, held at Safetran on February 22/23, 1999, were accepted as written.





1.3  Status of WG2 Ballot Process





The WG2 proposed standard for CBTC Performance and Functional Requirements was successfully balloted in accordance with IEEE procedures on June 10, 1999.  Statistics were as follows:





Number of eligible people in Ballot Group:			43





Number of votes returned:					43 (100%)





Number of affirmative votes:				38 (88%)


Number of affirmative votes with no comments:	25


Number of affirmative votes with comments:		13





Number of negative votes:					5


	Number of individual negative comments:		9





The objective of this meeting of the WG2 working group was to review and reach consensus on action to be taken in response to both the Negative and Affirmative ballot comments.





2.0  REVIEW OF NEGATIVE BALLOT COMMENTS





A total of nine (9) negative ballot comments were received. All of the negative comments were reviewed by the working group and action taken on each comment is summarized in Appendix A.  





One (1) of the negative comments has been withdrawn based on rationale provided by the working group.  





Four (4) negative comments were resolved through editorial changes to the proposed standard.  





Three (3) comments were addressed through the following “substantive” changes, and hence their acceptance will be subject to a recirculation ballot:





Correcting the title of the AAR Signal Manual to the AREMA Signal Manual, moving it from the references to the bibliography, and recommending Part 11.5.1, the environmental requirements of the manual, for guidance rather than as mandatory in section 5.5 of the draft CBTC standard





Changing the wording for the Mean Time Between Hazardous Events (MTBHE) in section 5.3.3 so that under no condition will it ever be required to exceed 109 hours.





There was one (1) unresolved negative ballot submitted by both Mr. Walsh and Mr. Karg, objecting to inclusion of Annex C in the standard.  Appendix A to these minutes provides the working group’s position and that of Mr. Karg and Mr. Walsh.





3.0  REVIEW OF AFFIRMATIVE BALLOT COMMENTS





The affirmative comments represented suggestions for the consideration of the working group to potentially enhance or clarify the intent of the standard.  Many of the affirmative comments were merely typographical or editorial in nature (spelling/grammar/ format/alternative wording). 





All of the affirmative comments were reviewed by the working group and action taken on each comment is summarized in Appendix B to these minutes.





The following changes were considered “substantive” and hence their acceptance will be subject to a recirculation ballot:





Moving the citation of IEEE 1475 IEEE Standard for Propulsion, Friction Brake and Train-borne Master Control from the bibliography to the references and citing it directly in section 6.1.7, zero speed detection, and section 6.1.9, propulsion interlocks.





Adding APTA SS-E-010-98, Standard for the Development of an Electromagnetic Compatibility Plan and the CENELEC PrEN 50121-4 EMI standard as recommended guidance on EMI, in section 5.5, and incorporating them in the bibliography.





Adding wording to Section 4.5.3 to deal with the situation where CBTC equipped trains operate in a territory not fully compatible with the train-borne CBTC equipment.





Adding clarifying language and a warning to Section 5.4.4 to make sure safety is maintained in the event changes are made to the software after installation.





4.0  NEXT STEPS





There is only one more meeting of the IEEE Standards Board in 1999, on September 14-16.  The deadline for submitting a standard to this meeting is August 6, 1999.  





As the working group has reached a consensus position on action to be taken in response to all of the Negative and Affirmative ballot comments at this meeting, the next step will be to prepare draft D8.0 of the proposed standard to incorporate these agreements (Action: Alan Rumsey).  As a number of the changes are considered “substantive”, rather than purely “editorial”, a re-circulation ballot will be required.  The target is to issue the re-circulation ballot early the week of July 19, 1999 (Action: Tom McGean/Alan Rumsey).  





The objective is to complete the Ballot Report, and re-circulation ballot, in sufficient time for the proposed standard to be included on the agenda for the September 1999 meeting of the IEEE Standards Board.





5.0  ANY OTHER BUSINESS





Alan Rumsey closed the meeting thanking the working group for their active and constructive participation in this consensus standard development process, and again thanking NYCT for hosting the meeting. 








Minutes prepared by:  Dr. Alan F. Rumsey, Chair, WG2








�
APPENDIX A





WORKING GROUP RESPONSE TO NEGATIVE BALLOT COMMENTS








Ref: 529	Comment Type: Negative


Section: 0.	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


In various sections, change "train to wayside RF data communications" to "train to wayside data communications".  CBTC systems do not require the use of a particular train to wayside communication medium (such as RF). Communication mediums based on magnetism or light will work equally well, provided that they carry the information required by this standard at the rates specified by the standard. Use of the words "RF" when describing train to wayside communications is inappropriate.





Response:


Editorial: Recommendation accepted by Working Group.


Explicit reference to "RF" data communications deleted throught standard.





Ref: 520	Comment Type: Negative


Section: 2.	Reviewer: Glickenstein


Comment:


A. The proposed standard references the latest version of several IEEE standards. There is no guarantee that the committees reviewing these other standards for future revisions will be familiar with the needs and environment of the transit industry. This raises the risk that a later version of one of the referenced standards may be inconsistent with the needs of this standard. For this reason, I feel that this standard should only reference any specific standard by the date of the version last reviewed by the committee reviewing and voting on this standard.





Response:


Proposed change was not accepted by the Working Group.


Rationale:


The referenced IEEE standards are standards prepared by the Rail Transit Vehicle Interface Standards Committee and as such it can reasonably be assumed that future revisions to these standards will be undertaken by individuals familiar with the needs and environment of the transit industry.


(Post meeting note: Mr Glickenstein has accepted this rationale, and removed this negative ballot comment).





Ref: 521	Comment Type: Negative


Section: 2.	Reviewer: Glickenstein


Comment:


B. The proposed standard references the latest version of an AREMA (formerly AAR) recommendation in their Signal Manual. All of the comments in A., above, apply here with the additional problem that the AREMA recommendations are not standards and are not developed in accordance with the required procedures for consensus standards. None of these concerns make it inappropriate to require that the recommendations in an AREMA recommendation be strictly adhered to as long as the document in question is a recommendation of a specific date that has been reviewed by the committee proposing and voting on this standard.





Response:


Substantive Change: This issue has been addressed by moving the AREMA (formerly AAR) Signal Manual to the Informative Annex A (Bibliography).


(See also various Affirmative comments).





Ref: 530	Comment Type: Negative


Section: 3.2	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


In 3.2.8, modify definition to read: "Once the brake application is initiated due to an ATP envelope violation or operator command, it is irretrievable, i.e. it cannot be released until the train has stopped or a predefined time has passed.”  Not all emergency braking systems are "open loop". Some systems use a "brake assurance monitor to modulate the emergency brakes. Many transit properties (Vancouver, Scarborough, Kuala Lumpur, JFK) operate trains on which the EB brakes can be released before the train has either stopped or time has expired. Undercertain circumstances, this ability to release the EB brakes before stopping is very useful - and provides the the CBTC with valuable functionality.





Response:


Editorial:  A clarification change was made to section 6.1.10 to address this concern.





Ref: 531	Comment Type: Negative


Section: 5.3.4	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change to read " … for one hour shall have a calculated Mean Time Between Hazardous Event (MTBHE) of 107 operating hours or greater."


According to this calculation, the time between hazardous events needed for a typical CBTC system is 2000,000 years - assuming 24 hour a day operation.  Ths high value is unnecessary and will be impossible to prove compliance with.


The MTBHE of 2,000 years (for a typical system) that results from a system MTBHE of 107 is more appropriate.  In this situation, individual subsystems (such as the trainborne CBTC equipment) will still need to exhibit an MTBHE of 10 9 or 1010.





Response:


Substantive Change: Working Group agreed to incorporate recommendations in Affirmative Comment #567 (by Dave Rutherford) to address this concern.





Ref: 514	Comment Type: Negative


Section: 5.3.4	Reviewer: Walsh/Karg


Comment:


"...MTBHE of 109 operating hours or greater."


The reasonableness of this number is totally dependent upon the design, implementation, size, scope, and complexity of a particular system's requirements. Thus, having a hard-coded number in a Performance and Functionality Standard is unacceptable. It is recommended that this number be taken out completely and stated that the MTBHE number will be agreed upon by the authority having jurisdiction and supplier.





Response:


Substantive Change: Working Group agreed to incorporate recommendations in Affirmative Comment #567 (by Dave Rutherford) to address this concern.





Ref: 515	Comment Type: Negative


Section: 5.4.1	Reviewer: Walsh/Karg


Comment:


"In measuring achieved system availability, system MTBFF and system MTBF requirements, "failures" shall include consideration of software errors (i.e., software fails to perform intended function) as well as hardware failures."  The MTBF calculation is well known and is used to calculate hardware spares. By including software errors in the above statement a confusion occurs that could case a huge mistake in the MTBF calculation. Moreover, by including "software" errors directly implies a quantification of these types of errors.  This is extremely complicated and not at all agreed upon as to method. There are host of methodologies offered to quantify software errors. 


Solution for Approval, would be to delete the sentence in its entirety.





Response:


Editorial: Clarification wording added to section 5.4.1 to address this concern.





Ref: 516	Comment Type: Negative


Section: Annex B	Reviewer: Walsh/Karg


Comment:


The fundamental reason for this item causing rejection is multi-fold:


(1) The diagram represents design not performance nor function as is explicitly stated in the Standard's title.


(2) Any item that contains design as part of a Standard will become gospel in a specification. This will make future development of technology, new designs, and new approaches very difficult to implement.


(3) "Examples" in a Standard is a bad practice, because the so-called examples will become gospel and in like manner as in number 2 above will eventually detract from future designs and enhancements.


(4) Regardless, whether or not the Annexes are viewed as "part of the standard", human nature is such that they will appear in specifications.


This is believed to be a serious flaw!


Solution for Approval, delete Annex B in its entirety and any reference to it in the body of the Standard.





Response:


Editorial: Annex title changed to "functional" block diagram to address this concern.





Ref: 517	Comment Type: Negative


Section: Annex C	Reviewer: Walsh/Karg


Comment:


The fundamental reason for this item causing rejection is multi-fold:


(1) These numbers are implementation specific and therefore more closely related to design. 


(2) Any item that contains design as part of a Standard will become gospel in a specification. This will make future development of technology, new designs, and new approaches very difficult to implement.


(3) "Examples" in a Standard is a bad practice, because the so-called examples will become gospel and in like manner as in number 2 above will eventually detract from future designs and enhancements.


(4) Regardless, whether or not the Annexes are viewed as "part of the standard", human nature is such that they will appear in specifications. 


This is believed to be a serious flaw!


Solution for Approval, delete Annex C in its entirety and any reference to it in the body of the Standard.





Response:


Recommendation was not accepted by the Working Group.


Rationale:


It was the consensus of the Working Group that the typical values provided in this informative Annex would be of value to the users of this standard and hence the Annex should remain.


�
APPENDIX B





WORKING GROUP RESPONSE TO AFFIRMATIVE BALLOT COMMENTS








Ref: 560	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 0.	Reviewer: Mokhtech


Comment:


Please correct the following last name in the list of persons that were on the balloting committee: K. Mokhtech and not K. Mokhitech.





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 507	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 0.	Reviewer: Kohn


Comment:


The table of contents should go up to second-level heads only (e.g., 4.1)





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 532	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 1.	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "functional requirements for a Communications-Based Train Control" to "functional requirements for an attended Communications-Based Train Control".  It should be clearly stated, at the very beginning, that this standard does not cover driverless systems.  Section 4.5 talks about attended operation, but this discussion is not "up front".





Response:


No change made.  Working Group was of the opinion this issues was already appropriately addressed in section 4.5.





Ref: 561	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 1.2	Reviewer: Mokhtech


Comment:


Please change the following sentence: 'This standard will enhance performance, availability, operations and train protection as well as facilitate new CBTC applications." to "This standard will define perfomiance, availability, operations, operations and train protection as well as facilitate new CBTC applications."


As an example, availability is very much tied to the formula used for its calculation. How can we say that the proposed formula will enhance availability ? Availability is enhanced by design and well thought-out system engineering, not by a formula.  Also, how does the proposed formula compare with the formula that will be used on various projects ? I do not think the purpose of a standard is to engage into "enhancements".





Response:


No change can be made to the Scope of Purpose of the standard which has been approved by the IEEE Standards Board.





Ref: 533	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 1.2	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "This standard will enhance performance, availability, operations and train protection as well as facilitate new CBTC applications" to "This standard will define the performance, availability, operations and train protection requirements of new CBTC applications".  This standard, by itself, does not enhance the performance of CBTC systems.  However, it does provide a "best practice" guideline.





Response:


No change can be made to the Scope of Purpose of the standard which has been approved by the IEEE Standards Board.





Ref: 612	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 2.	Reviewer: Anderson


Comment:


I believe that the former AAR Signal Manual Part 11.5.1 is now being maintained as an AREMA document. We should obtain the latest information and source of the document. This change also applies to section 5.5.





Response:


Editorial: Title change accepted.  (Document also moved to Annex A - Bibliography)





Ref: 611	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 2.	Reviewer: Anderson


Comment:


The reference to IEEE P 1477 should be revised to IEEE Std. 1477-1999. This change also applies to the reference to P1477 in section 6.3.8.





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 606	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 2.	Reviewer: Childs


Comment:


Add identifying titles of MIL-STD-8820 and AAR Signal Manual Part 11.5.1.





Response:


Editorial: Changes made. (Signal Manual also moved to Annex A - Bibliography)





Ref: 522	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 2.	Reviewer: Glickenstein


Comment:


Paragraph 2 references the AAR Signal Manual Part 11.5.1.  This should be the AREMA Signal Manual.





Response:


Editorial: Title change accepted.  (Document also moved to Annex A - Bibliography)





Ref: 508	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 2.	Reviewer: Kohn


Comment:


In the References, it is IEEE's policy to include only other standards as references.


Thus, the AAR Signal Manual should be moved to the bibliography. Also, the IEEE discourages the use of draft standards as references unless they are dated, readily available and retrievable (note your references to P1483 and P1477). For more information on references, see 10.3 of the 1996 IEEE Style Manual.





Response:


Editorial: Changes made. (Signal Manual also moved to Annex A - Bibliography)





Ref: 501	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 2.	Reviewer: Phelps


Comment:


Add the following to the list of references (and delete from Annex A), in order to add cross-references to, and utilize, IEEE Std 1475 in the body of the standard:





"IEEE Std 1475-1999, IEEE Standard for the Functioning Of and Interfaces Among Propulsion, Friction Brake and Train-borne Master Control on Rapid Transit Vehicles"





Response:


Substantive Change: Recommendation accepted.





Ref: 506	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.	Reviewer: Ickowicz


Comment:


Please note that "Definitions" should appear before "Abbreviations and Acronyms" in Clause 3.





Response:


Editorial: correction made





Ref: 509	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.	Reviewer: Kohn


Comment:


In Clause 3, list of acronyms and abbreviations should come after the definitions.





Response:


Editorial: correction made





Ref: 502	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.1	Reviewer: Phelps


Comment:


Add the following to list of abbreviations:





"ASCE  American Society of Civil Engineers"





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 548	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.2.3	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "That subsystem with the automatic…" to "That function within the automatic …".


We are describing a functional concept, not a particular implementation





Response:


Definition has previously been balloted by RTVISC.  No change.





Ref: 574	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.2.4	Reviewer: Miller


Comment:


The definition of the term ATP does not include door opening and control protection and yet Section 6,1.8 identifies this function as an ATP function. BART considers door opening and control protection as an ATP function.





Response:


Definition has previously been balloted by RTVISC.  No change.





Ref: 549	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.2.4	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "That subsystem with the automatic…" to "That function within the automatic …".


We are describing a functional concept, not a particular implementation





Response:


Definition has previously been balloted by RTVISC.  No change.





Ref: 550	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.2.5	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "That subsystem with the automatic…" to "That function within the automatic …".


We are describing a functional concept, not a particular implementation





Response:


Definition has previously been balloted by RTVISC.  No change.





Ref: 551	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.2.6	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Remove the sentence "The auxiliary wayside system may include trainborne equipment and may also provide broken rail detection".





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 616	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.2.12	Reviewer: Anagnostopoulos


Comment:


Recommend definition be changed to read: A continuous automatic train control system utilizing highly accurate train location determination, independent of track circuits; . . . vital functions.  (This also applies to 4.1 Characteristics of CBTC systems).





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable.  No change.





Ref: 575	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.2.16	Reviewer: Miller


Comment:


The definition of the term fail-safe provided in this section excludes the use of designs that are designed to have a probability of failing in the unsafe manner that is low enough such that the overall system MTBH is achieved.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable.  No change.





Ref: 523	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.2.19	Reviewer: Glickenstein


Comment:


Paragraph 3.2.19 provides a definition for "interlocking" from TRB sources.  A much more accurate definition is the one in the AREMA Signal Manual.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable.  No change.





Ref: 552	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.2.19	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "… in such a way that their movements must succeed each other in a predefined order, thereby preventing opposing …" to "in such a way as to prevent opposing …".


Clause about "predefined order" is an implementation detail - adds nothing to the description of the device.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable.  No change.





Ref: 617	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.2.19	Reviewer: Anagnostopoulos


Comment:


Recommend definition be changed to read: An arrangement of switch, lock, and signal devices that . . . preventing opposing or conflicting train movements that are unsafe.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable.  No change.





Ref: 524	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.2.20	Reviewer: Glickenstein


Comment:


Paragraph 3.2.20 provides a definition for "light rail transit." This paragraph should be revised to add the word "generally" before the word "characterized" as there are light rail systems that use completely grade separated rights of way. Addition of the word "generally" would bring this definition in conformity with the definition for "heavy rail transit."





Response:


Definition has previously been balloted by RTVISC.  No change.





Ref: 525	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 3.2.22	Reviewer: Glickenstein


Comment:


Paragraph 3.2.22 should be expanded to include a definition of when a movement authority is in effect as this term is used in Paragraph 6.1.11.1 a).  A suggested wording is: "A movement authority is in effect when a train has received the authority and is capable of being controlled by means of propulsion and service brake applications such that it wilt not violate the limits of the authority." The committee may be able to come up with a better definition for this condition.





Response:


Section 6.1.11.1 has been updated to remove this term, therefore no change required to Definition.





Ref: 598	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.1	Reviewer: Holyoak


Comment:


The use of continuous geographic coverage does not adequately take into account the statistical nature of the RF channel. Continuous has a precise definition of "going on or extending without interruption or break; unbroken; connected." Such thinking has resulted in specifications for 100% RF coverage that if adhered to during acceptance testing will result in failure. The purpose of the CBTC RF communications is to reliably deliver information so that the vital parts of the system can maintain the safe condition. Any gap in communications coverage can result in missed transmissions that will need to be addressed by other elements of the CBTC system. Truly achieving 100% coverage is not attainable and we shouldn't produce a specification that by the use of "continuous geographic coverage" calls for it. I suggest we add wording to reflect the real-world nature to which the authority having jurisdiction will have to test and accept a system. Suggested change for item b) of Section 4.1:


b)      near-continuous, high capacity, bi-directional train-to-wayside RF data communications,





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording is acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 518	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.2	Reviewer: Walsh/Karg


Comment:


(c) Replace "... with other auxiliary wayside systems." with "... with other auxiliary wayside and/or vehicle borne systems."  This makes the statement more relevant to its context.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 534	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.2	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Move the following sentence in item c) "It is the intent of this standard that tiered levels of …. authority having jurisdiction" to the Introduction.


This is a general statement of intent and should not be buried in section 4.





Response:


Editorial: Working Group agreed that this paragraph should be moved to section 4.3.





Ref: 579	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.4	Reviewer: McGean


Comment:


Editorial: remove the "and" in item b and add an "and" in item c.





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 607	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.4	Reviewer: Childs


Comment:


Delete ", and' at the end of item b).





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 564	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.4	Reviewer: Rutherford


Comment:


In a) change "... trains comprised of one or more vehicles" to "... trains comprising one or more vehicles".





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 565	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.4	Reviewer: Rutherford


Comment:


In b) change "... trains comprised of one or more vehicles, and" to "... trains comprising one or more vehicles, and ".





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 546	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.4	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


In item b), move the ", and" phrase to the end of item c).





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 613	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.4	Reviewer: Anderson


Comment:


Suggest using "basic operating unit" in place of "vehicle" in paragraph 4.4 (a) and (b).





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 593	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.5	Reviewer: Kemp


Comment:


While I agree that door operation and departure interlocks are an important part of train control, I feel strongly that they should NOT be bundled under the Automatic Train Protection (ATP) system umbrella. Bundling this "passenger protection" function with the host of "train protection" functions found in an ATP system is simply bad software engineering practice - it's not unlike hard-coding a business rule.  It would be far better, in my opinion, to specify door operation and departure interlocks as part of an Automatic Train Operation (ATO) system.  There's no reason than an ATP system manufacturer should need to care how (or even if) an operator chooses to assure safe door operation; it should merely need to ensure that train speed data is available in some standard form to any system (or person) who needs it, while protecting the train and its occupants against collisions.


Recommend the second paragraph of Clause 4.5 (describing operation of doors), and all of Clause 5.3.2 f) be deleted; and that Clauses 6.1.8, and 6.1.9 be renumbered 6.2.4 and 6.2.5 respectively, under Clause 6.2, Automatic Train Operation (ATO) Functions.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.


Door interlocks (if specified by the authority having jurisdiction) should be ATP functions.


Automatic door operation would be an ATO function.





Ref: 535	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.5	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


In paragraph 3, change "… and will be responsible for moving the train from …" to "… and will interact with the CBTC system to control movement of the train from …"


The revised wording is more indicative of the train operators function.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 568	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.5.2	Reviewer: Mortlock


Comment:


There is a typo, the word "continuing" should read "continue"





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 566	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.5.2	Reviewer: Rutherford


Comment:


In the second sentence, change "... in the event of a failure, and to continuing to provide ..." to "... in the event of a failure, and to provide ...".





Response:


Given editorial change 568, Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 536	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.5.2.1	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "… and shall continue to function based upon information known prior to the failure, and …" to "… and shall continue to function based upon information known to be safe, and …".


Most of the information known prior to the failure is probably out of date and, therefore, unsafe.





Response:


Editorial: Clarification incorporated in section 4.5.2.1 and 4.5.2.2





Ref: 594	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.5.5	Reviewer: Kemp


Comment:


One additional Train Operating Mode exists, where a CBTC equipped train (as defined by this standard) is operated over territory governed by a non-standard (other than as defined by this standard) communications based train control system. 


Recommend addition of new Clause 4.5.5 "CBTC-equipped trains operating in non-standard communications based train control territory"; such clause to state: "CBTC-equipped trains operating over non-standard communications based train control territory shall operate under the protection of an auxiliary wayside system and/or operating procedures or, if fitted with appropriate interface gateways, under the control of the non-standard communications based train control system.  In no case shall the trainborne CBTC equipment provide false indication of standard CBTC operation in non-standard communications based train control territory where standard CBTC operation has not been assured by both the agency having jurisdiction over the train and the agency having jurisdiction over the non-standard communications based train control system."





Response:


Substantive Change: Section 4.5.3 expanded to incorporate the intent of this comment.





Ref: 553	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.6.1	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "… and subject to ATP constraints, it shall not be necessary for a train to come to a stop or reduce speed when entering …" to "…  and subject to ATP constraints, and operational constraints, it shall not be necessary for a train to come to a stop or reduce speed when entering …"


Often, the points of entry and exit from the CBTC guideway are subject to special operation procedures and constraints.





Response:


Editorial:  Text revised to address the intent of this comment.





Ref: 554	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 4.6.2	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "… and subject to ATP constraints, it shall not be necessary for a train to come to a stop or reduce speed when exiting …" to "…  and subject to ATP constraints, and operational constraints, it shall not be necessary for a train to come to a stop or reduce speed when exiting …"


Often, the points of entry and exit from the CBTC guideway are subject to special operation procedures and constraints.





Response:


Editorial:  Text revised to address the intent of this comment.





Ref: 555	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.1	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


In item e) change "i.e." to "e.g."


This is an example, not an explanation.





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 537	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.2	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "Trip time requirements shall be specified by the authority having jurisdiction" to "Trip time requirements shall be specified by the authority having jurisdiction, subject to vehicle performance characteristics"


Trip time is almost entirely determined by the performance of the vehicle.





Response:


Editorial: Text revised to incorporate the intent of this comment.





Ref: 580	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.3.1	Reviewer: McGean


Comment:


Editorial: MIL-STD-882C is a voluminous document. I suggest specifying Task 102 of MIL-STD-882C which covers the safety plan requirements. Likewise the section of the APTA manual treating the System Safety program Plan should be cited.





Response:


Editorial: Change made.





Ref: 618	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.3.1	Reviewer: Anagnostopoulos


Comment:


Recommend text be changed to read: A System Safety Program shall be instituted during the CBTC system planning/design phase and shall continue . . . as approved by the authority having jurisdiction.  The System Safety Program Plan shall implement configuration management in accordance with the Recommended Guidelines for Configuration Management of Software-Based Equipment and Systems. AREMA Signal Manual. Section 17- Quality Principals, Software Based Equipment, given the importance of software and hardware configuration control in maintaining system safety.  


(A copy of these guidelines that have since been approved are enclosed for review.).





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 608	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.3.2	Reviewer: Childs


Comment:


Correct spelling of through in 1st sentence of 2nd paragraph.





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 569	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.3.2	Reviewer: Mortlock


Comment:


First paragraph: Last sentence, there is too much generality. If a standard is too "general" it is not a useful standard. Suggest deleting words after 882C in last line. Sentence now reads "These analyses shall be conducted in general accordance with MIL-STD-882C.".





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 570	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.3.2	Reviewer: Mortlock


Comment:


Second paragraph: Same thoughts as above, overly general in the second sentence, delete words in sentence after 882C. Second sentence to now read; "This shall be accomplished in general accordance with the criteria outlined in MIL-STD-882C.".





Ref: 581	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.3.2	Reviewer: McGean


Comment:


Editorial: in first paragraph of 5.3.2, suggest specifying Task 202 for the PHA, Task 204 for the SSHA, Task 205 for the SHA and Task 206 for the 0&SHA. Suggest specifying Par. 4.5 (Risk Assessment) and Par. 4.6 (Action on Identified Hazards) for MIL-STD 882C reference in second paragraph of 5.3.2.





Response:


Editorial: Change made.





Ref: 510	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.3.3	Reviewer: Kohn


Comment:


As in 5.3.3., please be sure to specify the draft number and date of all drafts cited in text: IEEE P1483 (Draft X, Date Y).





Response:


Editorial: Change made





Ref: 567	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.3.4	Reviewer: Rutherford


Comment:


The subclause as written would require that in cases where trip time of a train under the conditions cited was less than one hour, the MTBHE of the wayside and trainbome equipment located in the contiguous of a one-way route would exceed 109 hours. The 'Note:' cites an example of 2x109 hours.


My view is that it is generally accepted in the rail and other industries that 109 hours MTBHE is considered a practical upper limit, and I suggest that 109 hours be the maximum requirement for MTBHE cited in the standard. My suggestions for revised wording of this  subclause is as follows:


In the body of subclause 5.3.4: Change "... a train traveling in revenue service at the specified maximum authorized speed for one hour shall have a calculated Mean Time Between Hazardous Events (MTBHE) of 109 operating hours or greater." to "... a train traveling in revenue service at the specified maximum authorized speed for one hour or less shall have a calculated Mean Time Between Hazardous Events (MTBHE) of at least 109 operating hours."


In the "Note" to subclause 5.3.4: Change " … on that route shall be greater than 109/0.5 = 2 x 109 operating hours" to "… on that route shall be at least 109 operating hours".





Response:


Substantive Change: Working Group agreed to incorporate recommendations





Ref: 602	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.4.1	Reviewer: DeVlieg


Comment:


Paragraph 9: The text covers specific hardware and software errors, but may not adequately address errors which can arise at the interfaces between subsystems which operate correctly by themselves, but exhibit failures when operating within an integrated system. I propose a modification to the text such as:


"In measuring achieved system availability, system MTBFF and system MTBF requirements, 'failures' shall include consideration of software errors (i.e. software fails to perform intended function). and system integration faults (i.e. the integrated subsystems fail to perform the intended system function), as well as hardware failures."





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 526	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.4.1	Reviewer: Glickenstein


Comment:


Paragraph 5.4.1 c) has a parenthetical explanation that degraded modes can maximize system availability. I feel this parenthetical phrase should be removed, as degraded modes will typically impact on-time performance, which are defined as Type 1 failures. These failures are the only ones that are measured in the system availability formula in Paragraph 5.4.2.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 583	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.4.1	Reviewer: McGean


Comment:


Editorial: item a, bottom of page:13  change "porton" to "portion"





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 582	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.4.1	Reviewer: McGean


Comment:


Editorial: I believe "1), 2), 3)" should be "a,b,c"





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 511	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.4.1	Reviewer: Kohn


Comment:


As in 5.4.1, all first-tier lists shall be lettered lists; second-tier lists are numbered lists.





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 584	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.4.2	Reviewer: McGean


Comment:


The criteria does not appear to account for having a train of shorter length then scheduled on the line. To rectify this I suggest adding a new section "Fleet Availability" and staling the following: "CBTC Fleet Availability shall be defined as one minus the ratio of the number of vehicles not operated due to CBTC failures divided by the number of vehicles scheduled to be operated, and shall be computed for each period the number of deployed vehicles changes and then averaged over the day. The CBTC Fleet Availability shall be specified by the authority having jurisdiction to be a value no less than 95%."





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 619	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.4.2	Reviewer: Anagnostopoulos


Comment:


Recommend text be changed to read:  Availability is a measure of the degree to which a system or item is in an operable and committable state when called upon to perform its function at an unknown (random) time.  Availability of a CBTC system . . . established by the authority having jurisdiction.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 586	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.4.4	Reviewer: McGean


Comment:


Last paragraph. User changes can dangerously compromise the safety of the system. I very strongly suggest adding a sentence stating "The supplier of the CBTC system shall identify to the authority having jurisdiction those specific changes to CBTC system parameters, track databases and applications software which will have no impact on system safety." And follow this with a warning "WARNING: Changes made by the user to CBTC system parameters, track databases and applications software other than those identified by the supplier as not impacting safety can affect safe system operation. Following any such changes, it is the responsibility of the authority having jurisdiction to reassess the hazard analysis and verify that the system still meets all requirements of this standard including, but not limited to, sections 5.3.3 and 5.3.4." Without such a warning it is irresponsible for the standard to suggest user changes in applications software etc.





Response:


Substantive Change:  WARNING added to section 5.4.4





Ref: 614	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.4.4	Reviewer: Anderson


Comment:


Suggest deleting the first paragraph. The reason for this suggestion is that I feel that the use of the term "shall" is inconsistent with the terms "minimize' and "maximizing" opening up the potential for disputes. Specific aspects of maintainability are covered in the other paragraphs in this section and reliability is addressed elsewhere.





Response:


Editorial: "Shall" changed to "should"





Ref: 538	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.4.4	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


In the last paragraph, change "… track databases and applications software" to "… track databases and non-vital applications software".


In order to maintain the integrity and safety of the train control system, the user should not be allowed to make changes to vital functions without the involvement and approval of the supplier.





Response:


See comment ref. 586





Ref: 585	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.4.4	Reviewer: McGean


Comment:


Suggest either deleting the first paragraph of this section (preferable) or changing the word "shall" to "should" since the paragraph is not enforceable.





Response:


Editorial: "Shall" changed to "should"





Ref: 576	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.4.4	Reviewer: Miller


Comment:


The last sentence in this section specifies that the application software be maintainable (modifiable) by the authority. Does this include safety critical application software? If not, we believe that it should.





Response:


See comment ref. 586





Ref: 601	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.5	Reviewer: Eilenberg


Comment:


As a CBTC system is RF based, and intended to be deployed in a harsh environment, reliable operation of the system should require more than a casual reference to the recommendations contained in the AAR Signal Manual Pair 11.5.1. The AAR recommendations were crafted with only slight consideration for the reliance of RF for train control as evidenced by the brevity of the frequency range cited (50 kHz to 88 MHz) and targeted for a different type of territory than that envisioned for transit CTBC operations (i.e., non-electrified freight and passenger operations). If Section 5.5 is to merely reference another standard or recommendation, than I believe the contents of the CENELEC PrEN 50121-4 specification better serves the interests of the user communicy.  This specification addresses power frequencies and traction frequencies in addition to an extended RF range. Also, I believe that the standard should address the issue of Electromagnetic Compatibility by explicitly slating that the CBTC system shall not be an interference source to other on board and wayside systems (e.g., traction motor control, voice communications, and other telemetry systems).





Response:


Substantive Change: CENELEC specification added to Bibliography (Annex A) and cross-reference added to section 5.5.





Ref: 527	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.5	Reviewer: Glickenstein


Comment:


Paragraph 5.5 refers to the AAR Signal Manual. This should be the AREMA Signal Manual.





Response:


Editorial: Title change accepted.  (Document also moved to Annex A - Bibliography)





Ref: 600	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 5.5	Reviewer: Hellman


Comment:


The wording below is a proposed change to section 5.5. I am enclosing a copy of APTA SS-E-010-98 and have received permission from APTA to make copies for the entire balloting group during the comment review process.


"All wayside and carbome CBTC equipment shall meet all performance and functional requirements of this standard under the range of environmental conditions for storage and operation defined in the AAR Signal Manual Part 11.5.1. Electromagnetic compatibility shall be ensured by following the procedures and adhering to the standards set forth in American Public Transit Association Passenger Rail Equipment and Safety Standards APTA SS-E-010-98, Standard for the Development of an Electromagnetic Compatibility Plan."





Response:


Substantive Change: APTA standard added to Bibliography (Annex A) and cross-reference added to section 5.5.





Ref: 562	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.	Reviewer: Mokhtech


Comment:


RF is not defined. 


Please change RF link to communication link. 


This standard should be independent of the technical solution chosen to implement the CBTC system.





Response:


Editorial: change made.





Ref: 587	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.	Reviewer: McGean


Comment:


Second paragraph: Editorial: Delete the word "A".





Response:


Editorial: correction made to "A CBTC system …"





Ref: 599	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.	Reviewer: Holyoak


Comment:


Suggested change for the second sentence in third paragraph of Paragraph 6; The RF datalink shall provide near-continuous geographic coverage within CBTC territory and shall support train operations in tunnels, tubes, cuts, on elevated structures and at grade. Near-continuous geographic coverage means that with the intermittent nature of the statistical RF datalink shall not have large enough gaps in coverage to cause service interruption in excess of limits established by the authority having jurisdiction.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 588	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.	Reviewer: McGean


Comment:


Last paragraph: Either delete last sentence about EMI or change "shall" to "should". It is not enforceable, since what is meant by adverse is not defined





Response:


Editorial: Last sentence deleted. (Now covered in revised section 5.5)





Ref: 571	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.	Reviewer: Mortlock


Comment:


Second paragrpah: There is a typo, the third word should read "system" not "systems".





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 589	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1	Reviewer: McGean


Comment:


Editorial: The sentence about bidirectional operation belongs in a separate section titled "Bidirectional Operation".





Response:


Comment withdrawn.





Ref: 577	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.1.1	Reviewer: Miller


Comment:


The fourth paragraph in this section requires the CBTC to be able to determine the position of the train after equipment failure "without requiring manual input of train location." Is this possible with any of the CBTC systems being developed today?





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 539	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.1.1	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


In the last paragraph, change "… and shall automatically compensate for variation in wheel size due to wear …" to "… and shall correct for position errors caused by variation in wheel size due to wear…".


This section is concerned with the need to account for errors related to the derivation of location from wheel rotaion.  The proposed wording highlights this fact and is consistent with the previous sentence.





Response:


Editorial:  Change made.





Ref: 609	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.2.1	Reviewer: Childs


Comment:


Correct the 1st sentence of the 3rd-from-last paragraph to read "... brake rate shall be the minimum... ". Also, the term "worse case" is used in this same sentence, but elsewhere in the Standard the term used is "worst-case" (6.1.6 and Annex D) - this should be consistent.





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 615	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.2.1	Reviewer: Anderson


Comment:


First paragraph, first line on page 19: insert "be" between "shall" and "the".





Response:


Editorial: correction made.





Ref: 603	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.2.1	Reviewer: DeVlieg


Comment:


Item h): I propose the following correction & clarification: "worst case vehicle reaction times to disable the propulsion system and apply the emergency brakes following detection of an overspeed condition by the CBTC system."





Response:


Editorial: "Worse" changed to "worst"





Ref: 558	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.2.1	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


In the second paragraph, change "The guaranteed emergency brake rate shall the minimum emergency brake rate achieved by a train under  …" to "The guaranteed emergency brake rate shall be the minimum emergency brake rate achieved on level grade by a train under …"


Brake rate values only apply to level grade.  It could be argued that this is well known.





Response:


Editorial: Change made.





Ref: 519	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.2.1	Reviewer: Walsh/Karg


Comment:


Add Wind as the kth element, i.e., (k) Wind.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 590	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.3	Reviewer: McGean


Comment:


Last paragraph: Allowing service braking in an overspeed will almost certainly add to the safe stopping distance and to the headway. If it is to be permitted, the determination that an acceptable brake rate is achieved must be done in a failsafe manner so the words should be changed to "In the latter case, a CBTC system shall monitor the achieved brake rate in a failsafe manner to ensure an acceptable brake rate..." I'm not sure I understand why we're not requiring emergency braking in an overspeed as does the ASCE APM standard.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable as-is.  No change.





Ref: 503	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.7	Reviewer: Phelps


Comment:


In order to add cross-reference to, and utilize, IEEE Std 1475, re-write first paragraph to read:





"Zero speed detection shall be a required ATP function for any CBTC system configuration, and shall be in accordance with the requirements of IEEE 1475-1999, Section 5.10."





Response:


Substantive Change: Recommendation accepted.





Ref: 591	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.8	Reviewer: McGean


Comment:


Suggest adding "e) Propulsion power is removed from the motors." This is required by the ASCE APM standard.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable.  No change.





Ref: 563	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.8	Reviewer: Mokhtech


Comment:


Please change the following sentence: "Selective door open enable shall be possible for those applications where the train length can exceed the platform length." to "Selective door open enable shall be possible for those applications where the train length can exceed the platform length, if specified by the authority having jurisdiction."





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable.  No change.





Ref: 545	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.9	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "At the option of the jurisdiction having authority, departure interlocks may be a required ATP function" to "Departure interlocks are a required ATP function".


This is a basic safety function that should be provided by all ATP systems.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable.  No change.





Ref: 504	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.9	Reviewer: Phelps


Comment:


In order to add cross-reference to, and utilize, IEEE Std 1475, re-write second paragraph to read:





"These interlocks, if provided, shall prevent a  stationary train from moving (e.g. by disabling the propulsion system) unless all train doors are properly closed and locked, in accordance with the requirements of IEEE 1475-1999, Section 5.13."





Response:


Substantive Change: Recommendation accepted.





Ref: 572	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.11	Reviewer: Mortlock


Comment:


Second paragraph: Use of the term "is in effect" is ambiguous in relation to the movement authority. More specific wording is used later in this section, I suggest using something similar here, suggest the second half of the sentence should now read; "...the movement authority is pulled back short of the interlocking and the CBTC system determines that will stop short of the interlocking entrance.".





Response:


See comment ref. 556.





Ref: 595	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.11	Reviewer: Holyoak


Comment:


The second sentence does not have an object.  Suggested change: This functionality shall include locking of the route...





Response:


Editorial: Change made.





Ref: 556	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.11.1	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


In the second paragraph, change "… short of the interlocking and is in effect" to "… short of the interlocking".


The extra phrase is redundant.  If the authority exists, it must be in effect.





Response:


Editorial: Change made.





Ref: 557	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.11.3	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Remove the clause: "In the event of loss of switch indication once a movement authority has been issued through an interlocking, a CBTC system shall pull back the movement authority to the limit of the interlocking"


It is unnecessary to cancel the trains reservation over the switch, as long as the CBTC train is commanded to stop short of the switch.  If the switch indication was momentarily lost due to communication delays, receipt of a valid communication from the switch would allow the train to resume movement over the switch without going through a switch reservation cncel and reserve cycle.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable.  No change.





Ref: 604	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.1.11.3	Reviewer: DeVlieg


Comment:


Last sentence: At the end of the sentence, I believe the correct reference is to section 6.1.2.1 (not 6.1.2).





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable.  No change.





Ref: 547	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.2.2	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "… shall be capable of implementing any of the following …" to "shall be capable of implementing the following …".


The extra phrase is redundant.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable.  No change.





Ref: 592	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.2.2	Reviewer: McGean


Comment:


If a train is to enter a platform already occupied by another train, the standard should note some safety precautions. Either clarify that the restrictions of Section 6.1.2 must still be met or (if this is not intended) add words such as "Speed of the approaching train and separation from the train ahead shall be subject to hazard analysis and found acceptable in accord with sections 5.3.2 through 5.3.4."





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable.  No change.





Ref: 605	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.3.2	Reviewer: DeVlieg


Comment:


The term "real time" should be defined.





Response:


Editorial:  Text revised to address this issue.





Ref: 559	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.3.2	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "Each ATS user interface shall display all information … in real-time.  Acceptable response times shall be specified …" to "Each ATS user interface shall display all information as it is received from the train or the wayside.  The ATS user interface shall respond to all user inputs in a timely manner.  Acceptable response times shall be specified …".


It is unclear whether  the response times being specified are those of the "real time" interface or the interface operator.





Response:


See comment ref. 605.





Ref: 540	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.3.2	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


In the second paragraph, change "Unrestricted ATS user intervention shall be provided for any automated CBTC-related ATS functions" to "The ATS user shall be able to override any automated CBTC-related ATS functions".


Current meaning is unclear.





Response:


Editorial:  Change made





Ref: 541	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.3.3	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


In the second paragraph, change "… displayed on the ATS user interface to a position resolution designated by the authority having jurisdiction" to "… displayed on the ATS user interface".


This paragraph is concerned with high level concepts and not details of their implementation.  The idea of a "position resolution" specification is at odds with the higher level concepts contained within the rest of the paragraph.





Response:


Editorial:  Change made.





Ref: 578	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.3.5	Reviewer: Miller


Comment:


As a sub-paragraph to this section on Automatic Train Regulation, we believe that mention should be made that it would be desirable for the CBTC system to be able to coordinate the movement of a fleet of trains with control commands taking into consideration the location and behavior of all trains in a given control area.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable.  No change.





Ref: 573	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.3.5.1	Reviewer: Mortlock


Comment:


Third paragraph: In second line, suggest "for example" is placed in parenthesis "(for example)" as appears to be the practice elsewhere in the document.





Response:


Editorial: Change made.





Ref: 542	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.3.7.2	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "An ATS system shall include facilities to …" to "An ATS system interface shall include facilities to give users the ability to …".


The existing wording may be mis-interpreted to mean that the ATS provides the associated ATP functionality.  New wording should highlight that only the user interface function is being described.





Response:


Working Group consensus was that existing wording was acceptable.  No change.





Ref: 543	Comment Type: Affirmative


Section: 6.3.7.3	Reviewer: Gallagher/Kanner


Comment:


Change "An ATS system shall include facilities to …" to "An ATS system interface shall inc
