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	See note1
	Clause No./
Subclause No./
Annex
(e.g. 3.1)
	Paragraph/
Figure/Table/Note
(e.g. Table 1)
	Type of com-ment2
	Comment (justification for change) 
	Proposed change
	TOPAS Board observations
on each comment submitted



	
	3.9
	
	Te
	What is meant by a misleading message? Having a reference in the same sentence “except in cases such as..” defines most of the use cases. 
Reducing an electromechinical sign to 0.5 seconds is unrealistic when looking at the longevity of the product
	This should refer to the time taken for a message to change between faces. It should also be consider to call for bi-directional movement avoiding where possible traveling through an ”active face” to get to another active face. This reduces the chance in fault conditions of displaying another active face.

Sign reaction time constraints if different from the maximum permitted should be decided by the designer as it is effected by factors such as road speeds, distance from detection to sign, road layout, etc, etc. 

Anything faster they would be stipulating an LED VAS. 
	I think this should be section 2.9.
This wording is taken from the original version of the standard from HA. So as we have been using these timings for so long expecting them to be acceptable. Additional clarification of “misleading has been added.
Bi-directional operation is not mentioned and is therefore not precluded.

KEEP UNCHANGED

	
	3.12
	
	TE
	This stands to conflict with the specification TR2095. 
	Suggest after power restored the sign to re-initialise and revert to Default face in the first instance. Following a period of no more than 5 seconds the sign will recheck controller demand if different from default face and undertake a face change.
	Section 2.12 The default face is as specified in the contract specification.
New section on restoration of power added in section 2.13

CHANGE ACCEPTED

	
	3.13
	
	TE
	If mains has failed then it is assumed this would be manually or through a battery option, generally a local control is defined as control box / cabinet which requires power. 
	Stipulate operate sign locally without the need for mains power. 
	Section 2.13 joined with section 2.14 as this defines manual operation. manual operation in case of main failure is by hand operation as defined in sections 2.7 and 2.8
CHANGE ACCEPTED

	
	3.14
	
	ED
	Assumed reference should be 3.7 & 3.8, not 2.7 & 2.8.
	3.7 & 3.8 should also allow for alternate supplemental power as often on unmanned gantry’s manual isn’t feasible.
	No change

Section 2.7 and 2.8 is correct. Manual operation is an option so not mandatory it would be customer specified. Another form of operation needs to be provided manual is specified but other means are not precluded.
KEEP UNCHANGED

	
	3.15
	
	TE
	This appears vague and unsure how this should be interpreted. 
Also should we not be bringing in TR2095E here?
	At all times when not in motion the sign should provide a close loop feedback confirming the displayed face.
	Section 2.15 additional wording for remote interface to confirm active face added.
Please note section 2.20 specifies interfaces are to be specified in the contract specification as such a variety are used.

CHANGE ACCEPTED

	
	3.18
	
	TE
	This is crossing over into the controller side which comes back to TR2095E and it hasn’t never seemed to make sense to not cross over between the two when it comes to National Highways.
If no UPS is present in the cabinet then how can a sign provide power fail feedback and even if it can this assumes that the controller would also have UPS backup to allow remote notification.
	This should be at least a list of faults derived from both TR2095E and UTMS VMS mib of appropriate faults. Sign should be capable of providing the following feedback…. a/b/c
	Added note that this feature would require UPS support
CHANGE ACCEPTED

	
	3.19
	
	TE
	Local fault displays makes things unclear. Displayed by indicators / test set doesn’t give anything we can decipher
	See above monitor bits (e.g. face confirmations, lantern faults, power faults, etc.). 
Option if required should allow for a clear display on sign controller providing access to the above monitor bits.
	No change

This is a requirement taken from the original standard. Remember this represents a minimum and more advanced diagnostics which are interface specific can be provided.
NO CHANGE REQUIRED

	
	3.21
	
	TE
	This goes back to previous comments on the communication specification. Would the manufacturer not be providing a controller to run the sign? Assuming the design authority have set out the requirement / protocol to be used to control the sign it is assumed the manufacturer has evidenced their ability to provide a sign which will be compatible?
	Manufacturer to provide confirmation that the sign will comply with the design authorities requirements. Where required Design authority to supply all information required by the manufacturer including where appropriate access to test equipment.
	No change

The manufacturer will design the sign interface to comply with the customer specification. The design authority i.e. the manufacturer is responsible therefore to ensure the sign works correctly with the interface.
SECTION ADJUSTED  IN SPECIFICATION

	
	3.28
	
	TE
	There isn’t lighting within a sign, this should be removed
	Remove
	No change
Original requirement and still used for enclosed signs in urban areas.

KEEP UNCHANGED

	
	3.29
	
	TE
	There isn’t a need for enclosed signs which we are aware of. However this is relating to the environmental performance of an enclosure which should be construction?
	R3emove comments and reuse this to state “If lighting is only required on an “active face” then light operation should be conditional on a “confirmed face reply”. If further to this ambient light should be taken into consideration the ambient light sensors to be fitted to lighting control gear.
	No change

Original requirement and still used for enclosed signs in 
urban areas.
KEEP UNCHANGED

	
	3.31
	
	TE
	The need to override has long been removed from operation, generally the sign illumination is controlled either by local ALM or scheme ALM i.e remotely.
	Lighting control and levels where appropriate should be defined within the contract specification, this can either be remote or local to the sign installation.
	Override from remote operation removed. Light level monitoring for activating illumination integrated into this section to make clearer.

CHANGE ACCEPTED

	
	3.32
	
	TE
	See above to be contract defined, also wouldn’t suggest it is good practice to illuminate a faulty sign. 
	Provision should be made to provide illumination faults either locally or remotely.
	No Change 
Clause requires sign to not be illuminated when showing a faulty sign face.

CHANGE MADE TO SPECIFICATION

	
	3.33
	
	TE
	This would be covered in above 3.32
	Suggest deletion
	No change
CHANGED IN SPECIFICATION

	
	3.34
	
	TE
	Again suggest this is covered in 3.32
	Suggest deletion
	Integrated into section 2.31
CHANGED IN SPECIFICATION

	
	3.35
	
	TE
	Pandoras box.. The structure of an FTMS is not that of a plate sign. This indeed causes issues when it comes to the subject of mounting them on passively safe columns due to the varying self-weights.
Clips and the likes share a synergy with plate signs but the actual structure is completely different ….
	Suggest in general this could remain as not strictly contradictory, this is obeservaiton.
	No change requirements in EN12966 require sign face to be in accordance with requirements of EN12899.
KEEP UNCHANGED

	
	3.37
	
	TE
	This came from the old forest signs, is this of any relevance now, if the sign conforms to 12899 then why would it need a “waterproof screen”. These will have an effect on the reflective substrate visual performance..
	Suggest removal
	No change 
This is when screens are required do not want to preclude if required for a sign design.

REMOVED SECTIONS 2.36 2.37 & 2.38

	
	3.38
	
	TE
	As Above
	Suggest removal
	No change
SECTION REMOVED

	
	3.39
	
	TE
	Ref to 2.36 isn’t relevant. Also de-icing function has been inferred previously on contracts meaning this clause has caused us issues in the past. These signs by their nature are often not used for weeks or months. 
	… Sign expected to perform within the tolerances allowed for within 2130 extremes… . If additional functions are required for example “ice reduction” then these are to be stipulated by the Design authority within the contract specification.
	No change
This is specified as an option and often called up by customer specifications.

SECTION REMOVED

	
	3.44
	
	TE
	What is the reference to a master and slave unit in current terms? Also why the use of light sources?
	Failure of any individual lantern should not effect the output of any other lantern. 
	Section 2.44 taken from old specification and deleted
PROPOSED CHANGED ADDED  TO SPECIFICATION

	
	3.46
	
	TE
	Activation of lanterns should be down to contract specification
	Design authority to confirm the faces which relate to lantern activations. It is assumed that these should not coincide with a blank aspect.
	NEW SECTION 2.41 ADDED AND ACCEPTED

	
	3.48 
	
	TE
	Why are detector activated signs requiring additional requirements as this infers the detector is an integral part of a sign which it may not be. Behaviour of a sign in the event of detector failure will be an attribute of the detector not the sign
	Suggest removal
	Deleted
CHANGE ACCEPTED

	
	3.49 – 3.49.3
	
	TE
	Not sure what part this has to play in this specification. If it is required to remain then the use of “may” would allow for wriggle room.
	Correction of 2.48 should be removed as this remains a detector fault and relates to previous revision reference.
	Deleted
CHANGE ACCEPTED

	
	5.2 
	
	TE
	Socket removed
	Remove BS 1363-4
	Deleted
CHANGE ACCEPTED

	
	Appendix A
	
	
	
	I would of suggested it is simplified to: -
 
· NMCS2 TR2095E
· UTMC VMS Mib (Although would be worth defining the MIB as it is a skeleton version of the full VMS mib)
· Clean contact control (Based on the signal and monitoring lines of TR2095
 
As mentioned the others don’t really have a place there as ethernet is required for TR2095E and UTMC.
 

	CHANGE MADE TO SPECIFICATION

	
	2.7
	
	GE
	Incorrect word // Terminology
	Delete ‘level’ Insert ‘lever’
	CHANGE MADE TO SPECIFICATION

	
	2.9
	
	GE
	Superfluous wording
	Delete ‘normally’
	CHANGE MADE TO SPECIFICATION

	
	2.22 & 2.23
	
	GE
	Inconsistent use of reference to BS EN 12966:2014 CHECK EN12899 ALSO
	Ensure references are consistent and correct
	CHANGE MADE TO SPECIFICATION

	
	General
	
	GE
	Ensure superscript and subscript are properly applied.
	Ensure superscript and subscript are consistent.
	DAVE TO CHECK

	
	Appendix A
	A1 – 14th Bullet
	GE
	The following list mixes different technologies and levels from within the OSI 7-layer model
	Needs to be reformatted into the relevant layers as in the OSI 7-layer model
	CHANGE MADE TO SPECIFICATION

	
	2.41
	
	GE
	Do we need to refer to TOPAS 2516 or can we simply refer to TSRGD
	
	CHANGE MADE TO SPECIFICATION

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


1
The initials of the organisation or person raising the comment will be noted in column 1
2
Type of comment:
ge = general
te = technical 
ed = editorial 

NOTE
Columns 1, 2, 4, 5 are compulsory.


