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FTE feedback on distributed and presented content 

0. Scope of the webinar – Disclaimer 

FTE requires a complete process landscape covering rules, timelines, responsibili-

ties and deliverables. 

The current material is not yet sufficiently complete to assess the overall process 

and its interdependencies. FTE and its members are providing comments and require-

ments based on the information currently available. 

Given the 28 September deadline (the drafting of the EFCM will be completed and the 

internal approval process at RNE will be launched), FTE will focus on communicating 

its key requirements and pain points at this stage. 

A full assessment and further comments will follow during the official consultation, 

expected in December. 

 

1. Capacity Rights 

(a) Anchor points 

Applicants should be the one who decide for capacity specifications how many 

and which anchor points are necessary for the capacity specification (depending 

on the specific traffic), and which can be open for time windows (bandwidth for IM 

optimisation), the total travel time between origin, key stops and destination should be 

part of it. 

Anchor points, defined in the 1st TT, will serve for the subsequent TT periods (2nd, 3rd, 

4th TT). 

The anchor points in the 2nd, 3rd and 4th TT shall not deviate by more than ±30 

minutes from those in the 1st allocated TT. 

The characteristics must be fixed for the Capacity Specifications: No downgrading 

shall be possible, e.g. an electric locomotive being allocated to a non-electrified line. 

(b) Multinational aspects 

A multinational train path should be considered as one unique and continuous ca-

pacity right and should not be composed of different capacity products across individ-

ual IM networks. Such a split would not reflect the physical and operational reality of a 

cross-border train path, in particular as it would not allow for the necessary coordina-

tion of border crossing points and border appointments. The example should therefore 

not suggest that one IM could allocate a path, another IM a capacity specification, and 

a third IM a path for the same multinational train service. 

 



(c) Capacity specification within ATT 

Within the annual timetable process, capacity shall always be allocated in the 

form of a train path rather than as a capacity specification. 

The opportunity of allocating Capacity Specification within ATT shall be removed, as it 

provides no added value and overcomplicates the allocation process.  

In case the opportunity of allocation Capacity Specification in ATT will be defined in 

EFCM, few use cases shall be defined and agreed in advance as well as respec-

tively clearly described in the EFCM, to avoid inappropriate use. 

If path is allocated as capacity specification in Annual TT: By the deadline for the 

Final Capacity Offer (X-5.5), applicants need sufficient certainty about the essential 

characteristics of the service to enable commercial planning and, where applicable, 

ticket sales. This includes the agreed departure and arrival times, operational / com-

mercial stops and relevant anchor points. The subsequent conversion of a Capacity 

Specification into a Train Path should therefore not alter these essential elements of 

the service. 

Each operational and commercial stop must have an exact time in the final offer. 

(d) Conversion of Capacity Specification into Train Path 

FTE does not support a conversion of capacity specifications (ATT) into train paths 

between X-2 and X-1. This could lead to late path allocation, reduced flexibility and 

uncertainty regarding TCRs and compensation. The only deadline to do a conversion 

of capacity specifications out of the ATT-preparation phase (during the RTT) is fore-

seen for Rolling Planning (Conversion of Capacity Specifications within X-5 to X-2,75). 

The early acknowledgement of applicants shall be done within X-5 and X-4. 

FTE maintains its position that conversion of FA capacity specifications for FA should 

take place between X-9.5 to X-7.5. On mixed-use lines, the conversion of FA must be 

fully integrated into the overall timetable construction process. Train paths resulting 

from Capacity Specifications must be constructed simultaneously and in coordination 

with other types of train paths, as required to ensure feasible train routing and a con-

sistent, conflict-free timetable. 

Applicants shall have the right to decide about which of both conversion processes 

is used and apply for conversion accordingly.  

Section “RP/Cap.Specif.”: “Mandatory for all running days….” → Article has to be up-

dated from Art 35(2) to Art 35(2b) 

RP/Train Path: “Optional” for the running days during the TT period comprising the 1st 

running day (Article 35(2)(a)) shall be changed from “Optional” to “Mandatory” 

 

 

 

 

 



2. Consultation in Capacity Model Phase 

FTE does not agree that FA are excluded from CNA. CNA might be a mean to spec-

ify how the conversion should look like, to influence Capacity Model and especially 

Capacity Supply Plan. ATT request is too late.  

The creation of a CNA dossier shall be possible sufficiently in advance before X-26. 

The proposed thresholds for all traffic types were considered far too high and are 

not acceptable. Deviations shall be considered for the whole path from Origin to Des-

tination. 

FTE requests:  

- A general maximum of around ±30 minutes for inter urban services 

- For highly regular/high-frequency passenger services, ±3 minutes can lead 

to an unoperapable situation 

- Large deviations can effectively shift the entire service pattern and should not 

be treated as minor adjustments. 

For Freight services: 

- A single fixed threshold does not reflect the diversity of freight traffic. The ap-

propriate deviation depends on the traffic/product, logistics chain, terminal op-

erations and connecting services. 

- ±3 hours too high. While 3 hours may be acceptable in some cases, it is not 

appropriate as a general threshold. 

- Around 2 hours could be considered a possible maximum for certain termi-

nal/combined transport operations, as larger deviations could make terminal slot 

planning impossible. 

- Flexibility and case-by-case consideration are important, as freight Appli-

cants cannot always provide fixed planning elements. 

 

3. Consultation in Capacity Supply Plan Phase 

“X-14 to X-13: Regulatory body shall analyse the draft capacity supply plan and may 

take a decision requiring the IM to amend the capacity supply plan” is missing in the 

table and should be included for transparency reasons. 

Outside the “official consultation phase” based on Capacity Management Regulation 

given timeline, iterations between IMs/Applicants to develop the Capacity Supply 

must be possible to optimize use of infrastructure 

 

4. Rolling Planning 

A differentiation between first timetable year and the following timetable years is 

necessary. In the timelines for the upcoming years no “M” should be included. A time-

line for the first year is missing so far. Rolling Planning should be presented in greater 

detail, taking into account the different ordering dates (M-4 and M-1 for the initial RP-

request within the Running Timetable and the Conversion of Capacity Specifications 

into a path within X-5 and X-2.75) and their impact on the deadlines in the various 



timetable years. The simple one-year representation on the slides shown is not suffi-

cient. 

The requested RP capacity must be planned for the entire period (first day of the 

train run until the last running day of the first timetable year from Origin to Des-

tination. We need planning certainty and penalties. 

Relating to Capacity Strategy and -Model FTE expects with respect to RP:  

- The estimated/expected future RP need must be developed within the appli-

cants and the market, and not solely by the IMs. 

- The submitted CNAs shall be taken into account when determining the esti-

mated RP volume. 

- The considered parameters and data for the development of the estimated RP-

volume shall be visible and non-discriminatory accessible by the applicants 

Relating to capacity model and supply plan FTE expects with respect to RP:  

- The Capacity Model and Capacity Supply Plan shall be updated immediately 

when an RP request is placed, marking the capacity as “blocked”, and following 

its allocation, as “allocated”. 

- RP capacity requests with a longer duration that overlap with the Capacity 

Model and/or Capacity Supply Plan shall be reflected and updated from Origin 

to Destination in the Capacity Model and Capacity Supply Plan, including every 

line with a connection to a freight-related service facility (e.g. ports, terminals 

and marshalling yards) and lines used for re-routing due to TCRs. 

FTE can not accept that slides are adapted at short notice in severe points. E.g. for 

Rolling Planning it has not been discussed to allocate a capacity specification for run-

ning/current TT period: 

Presented slide         Distributed slide 

 

 

FTE is not accepting to work with Capacity Specifications in the first requested 

RP year. The 1st TT year shall be fully planned with a train path from Origin to Desti-

nation! 

Conversion of Capacity Specifications for RP shall be done within X-5 and X-2,5. FTE 

does not support the conversion of RP requests placed until X-9,5. The early acknowl-

edgement of applicants shall be done within X-5 and X-4. 



FTE does not support automatically converting every RP capacity specification 

submitted before X-9.5 into a train path for the upcoming timetable 

− Early automatic conversion could reduce flexibility, create additional modifica-

tion costs and fix paths before customer/operational requirements are suffi-

ciently known. Thresholds for the upcoming TT-periods and anchor point definition 

not known yet. 

In additions FTE requires a maximum deviation of approximately ±30 minutes from 

the originally allocated timetable.  

RNE/Joint Office should provide a complete description of the RP process and 

practical use cases before the official consultation. 

 

5. New Capacity Request Overview 

By reducing the duration of Path Request phase for LPR from x-9.5 to x-7.5 in-

stead from x-9.5 to x-2, RNE removes the option for applicants to have a continuous 

path request period after x-9.5. This is a significant change and creates a gap in 

which applicants cannot submit conventional path requests before the next RP phase. 

This new approach is not acceptable for applicants and they require a business pro-

cess that enables them to request a path (for one or more running days(s)) without 

interruption starting from x-9.5. Based on the picture shown here we would have at 

least a “gap in the path ordering phase” between x-7.5 (end of LPR) and x-4 (start of 

RP).  

FTE asks RNE to not deviate from processes agreed in TTR without prior consultation 

of Applicants. FTE expects that recent process descriptions are taken into considera-

tion:  

According to current LPR process designed in PCS CB following phases are fore-

seen: 

 
 

But based on the description contained in the table, the Late Request Offer milestone 

(as a draft offer), the Acceptance phase by Applicants (as a Observations phase) and 

the post-processing phase by IMs will be removed. 



The Applicants would receive directly the Final Offer at X-5.5 and the Path Allocation 

would take place simultaneously to Annual TT-NPR at X-5.25. 

As agreed in the webinar meeting FTE expects that RNE will check the necessity of 

adoption of path at X-5.25. If this is not required by capacity regulation the above-

mentioned process steps should be re-included as they are improving the process from 

applicant perspective. 

According to Ad-hoc process designed in PCS CB following phases are foreseen: 

 

But based on the description contained in the table, the Ad-hoc Request Offer mile-

stone (as a draft offer), the Acceptance phase by Applicants (as a Observations phase) 

and the post-processing phase by IMs will be removed. The applicants would receive 

directly the Final Offer full harmonized from Origin to Destination within 7 days after 

the submission of the Path request.  

We request JO RNE to deliver a clear description of all new and adapted processes, 

including the Ad-hoc process / Short-Term and its linking to other processes as LPR 

and RP: a) deadlines/phases b) deliverables c) type of request (one day / several days 

/ national / international) 

 

6. Other Items 

(a) Framework Agreements 

Concerning FAs, RNE is aiming to implement the provisions based on the outcome of 

the SERAF SG. FTE request IMs to consult applicants on the proposed provisions 

based on direction from SERAF Subgroup and published by DG MOVE throughout the 

further development of the EFCM.  

(b) Feasibility Study Process 

Even if the Capacity Management Regulation does not describe in detail the timelines 

of the Feasibility Study Process, the provisions set out in Article 10.3 should be suffi-

cient to enable a more detailed description of this business process. By way of com-

parison, the LPR is not described in detail in the Capacity Regulation either, but RNE 

and IMs have decided to include it in the EFCM.  



We agree that we are moving towards a new target picture in the overall processes, 

with capacity supply becoming increasingly important as a pre-planning tool. However, 

this does not mean that the current feasibility study process – which represents the 

unique process used today in the real planning world at international level in Passenger 

Traffic - can be replaced immediately without a well-prepared transition phase.  

For this reason, we propose to include the Feasibility Study Processes in the first ver-

sion of the EFCM, applicable from the 2031 timetable period, to closely monitor the 

implementation of all processes, and to decide from 2033 onwards on the next steps.  

We must take into account that with the introduction of Capacity Supply, we are moving 

away from the “train view” (a non-binding assessment carried out at a specific cus-

tomer’s request at international) towards the “capacity view” (capacity offered by IMs 

and available to all Applicants, which is connected at international level, very important 

new step, which requires the needed time to be implemented). 

 

 


