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I. Background

1. At its twenty-second session, the Group of Experts towards Unified Railway Law
(Group of Experts) had deliberated on the changes proposed by the Russian Federation in
ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/5 to the draft Unified Railway Law (URL) provisions. The
Group of Experts had formulated a number of questions and agreed that experts should
provide written inputs on these questions before the twenty-third session. These written
inputs had been requested to aid discussion at the twenty-third session to agree changes for
inclusion in the URL provisions.

2. This document compiles inputs received from experts on the questions. Experts from
Germany, Russian Federation, Switzerland, European Commission, Deutsche Bahn AG,
PKP CARGO S.A., CIT and International Federation of Freight Forwarders Associations
(FIATA) sent their inputs.

II. Inputs received

A. Interpretation of Article 1 as proposed by the Russian Federation

A.1. Applicability of CIM and SMGS without infringing the suggested URL Article

3. The inputs provide no clear answer as to whether CIM and SMGS could be applicable
in their jurisdiction without infringing the suggested URL provision.
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4. Key points in the inputs are:

e The text of the Article is ambiguous; CIM and SGMS can be understood as
international agreements referred to by drafters;

* From purely the wording proposed, it would seem possible to apply CIM and possibly
SMGS (if it can be qualified as an international agreement), however such
interpretation would be against the intention of the drafters of the provision;

* International agreements refer, according to the drafters, to bilateral and multilateral
agreements excluding CIM or SMGS;

* The change to Article 1, as proposed by the Russian Federation, changes the approach
agreed to developing URL, mainly regarding the principle of optionality.

5. Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 1.

A.2. Applicability of CIM and SMGS in indirect international traffic on corridors from
Europe to Asia

6. The inputs provide no clear answer. Further clarification would be necessary.
7. Key points in the inputs are:

* The proposed text would need to be clarified on what is the meaning of “direct” in the
provision to understand its implications.

* The text before the change was unambiguous and clear.
8. Inputs from experts are provided the annex - inputs for Question 2.
A.3. Entity to choose the legal basis
9. The inputs provide no clear answer. Further clarification would be necessary.
10.  Key point in the inputs is:

* The proposed text appears not to be consistent with other provisions, and so it
introduces ambiguity as to its understanding.

11.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 3.
A.4. Means of conclusion of URL

12.  Input was sought from the Russian Federation on this point. The answer suggests that
the URL contract of carriage (given further alterations are made to some of the provisions)
can be concluded in a convention, which either contains the URL contract of carriage
provisions along with provisions for other areas key to rail transport in one convention, or in
a separate convention which belongs to a system of URL Convention. For the latter option,
the view of the Russian Federation is that all conventions should be adopted simultaneously.

11.  Input from the Russian Federation is provided in the annex - input for Question 4.

B Rules on the carriage of goods

13.  The inputs with exception of the Russian Federation suggest that Article 4 which
refers to the application of relevant public laws is sufficient and that there is no need to add
additional provisions to that end. PKP CARGO S.A. suggests that any opinion on any specific
rule on carriage can only be given if such has been formulated by its proponents and presented
for discussion. Germany and European Commission suggest that detailed standard solutions
should be rather placed in accompanying manual(s) than in the URL provisions. The input
from the Russian Federation appears to suggest issues not yet addressed in URL.

14.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 5.
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Mode of carriage of goods

15.  The majority of inputs suggest that there is no need to include rules on the carriage of
goods pertaining to gauge breaks. Some inputs suggest that this should be an internal matter
for carriers. Others suggest that if provisions on such rules are to be added, they should focus
on the responsibilities of parties to the contract in this regard. Clarification of responsibilities
may be useful.

16.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 6.

Understanding of the term “person entitled”

17.  All inputs confirm that “person entitled” means “consignor” or “consignee”, as
appropriate, in the existing provisions and that this term cannot be associated with
negotiability.

18.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 7.

Pre-contractual agreement for carriage

E.1. The purpose of the Article

19.  Input was sought from the Russian Federation on this point. The answer refers to the
situation when consignor and carrier need to check upon various arrangements (activities
before the conclusion of the contract) important for the contract before its conclusion.

20.  Input from the Russian Federation is provided in the annex - input for Question 8.
E.2. The article’s implications for market liberalization

21.  The inputs show differences of opinion. Some seek further clarification. The input
from PKP CARGO S.A. clarifies that the proposed article refers mainly to activities before
the conclusion of the contract of carriage, which are also exercised in CIM traffic. In this
way, the article should have no implications for market liberalization.

22.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 9.

Further points related to changes in provisions

F.1. Template for the consignment note

23.  Most inputs suggest that specification of the content of the consignment note (CN)
(Article 6, paragraph 1) is sufficient and there is no need for inclusion of a CN template in
URL. PKP CARGO S.A. suggests that URL should indicate (like it is the case for CIM) who
is responsible for providing/elaborating and publishing the template. The Russian Federation
suggests discussing paragraph 2 of Article 5 which states that international associations in
the railway sector may together establish a CN standard model. The Russian Federation
points to the difference in approaches between CIM and SMGS countries in this regard.

24.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 10.
F.2. Additional provisions regarding responsibility of the consignor

25.  Most inputs suggest that the proposed additional provisions do not add value. It is
believed that the already elaborated provisions address the liabilities of the consignor for
damage caused to the carrier in a sufficient manner also if such are caused by entry of
inadequate/incorrect data in the consignment note. PKP CARGO S.A. and Deutsche Bahn
AG suggest that inclusion of such provisions would be against market principles.

26.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 11.
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F.3. Specific delivery periods in Article 13

27.  Most inputs suggest Article 13 is sufficient. At the same time attention is drawn in
some inputs to the case when no time of delivery has been agreed. It is suggested that either
guidance be developed on average delivery periods (Germany), or rules for calculating the
maximum delivery time be defined in URL (PKP CARGO S.A.).

28.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 12.
F.4. Extension of delivery due to transhipment

29.  Most inputs suggest that such inclusion is not necessary, as carriers know whether or
not transhipment is needed and how much time to calculate for it. PKP CARGO S.A. suggests
that if rules for calculating maximum delivery time are defined — see para 27 above, then for
carriage with transhipment, rules for calculating transhipment time should be included. The
Russian Federation believes that the carrier cannot be responsible for time loss due to
transhipment activities which are beyond the carrier’s control.

30.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 13.
F.S. Periods of limitation for recourse

31.  While some inputs suggest that periods of limitation for recourse should be left to
national law, others think that periods of limitation for potential recourse would be desirable,
in the interests of certainty and clarity. The Russian Federation points to paragraph 3 of
Article 28 which defines such a limitation period.

32.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 14.
F.6. Additional provisions to the article on the right of recourse

33.  While some inputs suggest no need for the inclusion of the additional provision, other
say it is justified, yet may create problems of interpretation. Also, the inclusion of provisions
that allow for greater clarity regarding obligation and timelines is supported in some inputs.

34.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 15.
F.7. Formal report

35.  Inputs vary on whether or not the formal report provisions should be added. PKP
CARGO S.A. while being in favour of adding such provisions, raises doubts with regard to
the proposed circumstances when such a report should be drawn up.

36. Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 16.
F.8. Changes to Article on right of disposal of the goods

37.  The majority of the inputs suggest the Article 15 should not be changed. The input
from the Russian Federation indicates issues which are unclear or undesirable to Russian
Federation in the existing Article 15.

38.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 17.

Responses to questions in ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/6

G.1. Operational practices for cargo carriage across gauge breaks

39.  Inputs mention the operational practices. Some inputs suggest that transhipment of
containers is and will be the predominant operational practice.

40.  When discussing other relevant issues related to international rail freight transport
(task (d) of the Terms of Reference), the Group of Experts may relate the needs for legislative
unification to the current and future predominant operational practices and on this basis agree
on issues for which specific legal provisions/conventions constituting the systems of URL
conventions may need to be developed.

41.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 18.

G.2. Operational practices — moving entire trains across gauge breaks
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42. A few inputs provided refer to answers to question 18. It appears that no major change
is to be expected with regard to the existing operational practices for gauge breaks.

43.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 19.
G.3. Purpose for common law on the use of infrastructure

44, A few inputs provided suggest that there is no immediate need to harmonize the rules
on the use of infrastructure. It is further considered in some inputs (PKP CARGO S.A.) that
it will be unlikely that entire trains will cross the gauge breaks even in a distant future while
the contrary could justify elaboration of a unified law on the use of infrastructure. Another
case justifying unification of law on the use of infrastructure would be a launch of so-called
‘independent transport using own traction’ i.e. the willingness to enable carriers to obtain
licenses for carriage of goods on the networks of foreign railways authorities in the Euro-
Asian traffic.

45.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 20.
G.4. More significant role of the AGTC Agreement

46. A few inputs provided refer to AGTC Agreement as a recommended plan.
47.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 21.
G.5. Digitalization of documents in cargo carriage

48.  Some inputs suggest that the URL draft provisions cover already to a necessary degree
the digitalization aspect for the URL consignment note. Others stress the importance of
digitalization of carriage documents, which could potentially be discussed in the future.
Negotiability aspect is also mentioned and the enabling of digital negotiable transport
documents.

49.  Inputs from experts are provided in the annex - inputs for Question 22.
G.6. Chair’s questions on rail infrastructure

50.  Limited input was provided on these questions. It can be seen in the annex - inputs for
Questions 23 to 27.
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Annex

Inputs for Question 1

Germany

Based purely on the proposed wording, in particular that of Article 1 § 3,
it would seem possible to continue to apply CIM as it is part of the
international agreement COTIF. For SMGS this would depend on
whether it can be qualified as an international agreement.

However, the interpretation must also take into account other
circumstances such as the intention of the drafters. In that regard, we need
to note that the Russian delegation explained that the new clause is
supposed to make URL the only system of railway law replacing the
existing legal regimes CIM and SMGS (cf. report of the 22nd session,
section IIL.7(a)(ii)).

Thirdly, unlike Article 1 § 1 no. 3 of the current draft of the URL (doc
ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2021/3), the new proposal and in particular
Article 1 § 3 does not contain an explicit reference to CIM and SMGS
anymore. This seems to confirm the intention of the drafters of the new
proposal as described above and their explanation at the 22nd session that
Article 1 § 3 is to address only specific bilateral or multilateral agreements
with limited relevance (e.g. the bilateral agreement between Russia and
Finland).

So, overall, it is not possible to give a clear answer in one or the other
direction. Clarifications would be necessary for legal certainty.

However, if the clause were to be clarified in the sense that CIM and
SMGS would not be applicable anymore this would mean a fundamental
shift of the meaning of the URL and the concept we have pursued so far:
URL would become the primary set of rules while CIM and SMGS would
become a subsidiary legal regime. This is contrary to the “interface law”
approach we have been following until now. So far our aim has been to
fill a gap where none of the two regimes CIM and SMGS applies.

Such a change would not be acceptable for us. In our view, the URL
contract of carriage convention should co-exist (and not compete with)
the CIM and SMGS rules.

IRussian Federation

[IpencraBnennas penakuus ctatbu 1 npoexta EXII oTpaxkaer nmo3ummto
[POCCHIICKOI CTOPOHEI O TOM, YTO €IHHOE YKEJIE3HOIOPOKHOE TIPABO — 3TO
CAWHCTBCHHAsh  CHUCTeMa  I[paBa, KOTopas  JOJDKHA  3aMEHHTh
cymecTBytomme npaBoBbie pexkuMbl (IIUM u CMI'C). B xonme ceccum
Ipynmsr  skcmepToB 28-30 centsOps 2020 r. poccuiickas cTOpoHa
mosicHmIa, 9To mosioxkenuss naparpada 3 cratem 1 EXII oTHOCATCS K
BaKJFOYCHHBIM JBYCTOPOHHMM M MHOTOCTOPOHHUM COTJAIICHHUAM (Ha
MprMepe JTBYCTOPOHHETO COTJalIeHus Mexay Poccrelt 1 OunistHanei),
HO He K [ITUM u CMI'C.

Informal translation:

The proposed changes to the Article 1 of draft URL reflects the position of]
the Russian Federation for the URL to become the only system of law
which is to replace the existing legal regimes (CIM and SMGS). During
the session of the Group of Experts on September 28-30, 2020, the Russian
Federation clarified that the provisions of paragraph 3 of Article 1 of the
URL refer to the concluded bilateral and multilateral agreements (for
example, the bilateral agreement between Russian Federation and
Finland), but not to the CIM and SMGS.
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Switzerland As § 3 is formulated by the Russian Federation, CIM and SMGS can be
understood as one of these "other international agreements". We do not
understand this § 3 as explained by the RF as as "specific bilateral or
multilateral agreement”.

Switzerland prefers keeping the original text of Article 1.

IEuropean It should be noted that, in its proposal
Commission (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/5) submitted at the 22nd session, the
Russian Federation did not provide any accompanying justification or
evaluation for the proposed change.

In the Russian proposal to change Article 1, there is no more reference to
the existing legal regimes for the contract of carriage (COTIF-
CIM/SMGS).

Point 4 of the Russian proposal includes a comment by Russian Railways
stating that: “the language of the article has been brought into conformity
with the position of the Russian Federation, namely that unified railway
law is the only system of law that should replace the existing legal regime
(CIM and SMGS)”. In the report of the 22nd GEURL session (I11.7(a)(ii)),
Russia confirmed that the proposed change is intended make URL the only
system of railway law replacing the existing legal regime (CIM and
SMGS).

)As regards new proposed Article 1(3), Russia explained (as also stated in
the report of the 22nd session) that the exceptions identified in this
paragraph would refer to specific bilateral or multilateral agreements (e.g.
the bilateral agreement between Russia and Finland), and do not concern
international agreements such as CIM and SMGS; therefore, the new
proposed Article 1(3) cannot be understood as an opt-out mechanism to the
single mandatory URL replacing COTIF/CIM and SMGS.

This is contrary to the pragmatic approach supported by the Group of]
experts so far, and embedded in the original text of the draft URL legal
provisions: voluntary and to only fill the gap where neither COTF/CIM nor
SMGS can solely apply for the entire journey of trans-continental rail
freight services (interface law facilitating the rail traffic between Europe
and Asia).

It should be noted that the voluntary and interface law principles are
embedded in the original Article 1 of the draft substantive URL legal
provisions established by the Group in previous mandates
(ECE/TRANS/2016/15), and explicitly mentioned in paragraph 1 of the
terms of reference of the current mandate (ECE/TRANS/2018/13/Rev.1)
QUOTE In line with (...) the draft legal provisions towards Unified
Railway Law prepared by the Group of Experts, the Group during this
phase will focus its work on the following issues: UNQUOTE.

IDeutsche Bahn AG (It is important to note, that ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/5 contains a
proposal of the Russian Federation. It should therefore be the Russian
Federation to answer the questions regarding the interpretation of its own
proposal (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/2, 111. 7 (ii) bullet 4).

During the twenty second session the Russian Federation informed the
Group of Experts that its proposal should replace the existing legal regime
(CIM and SMGS).

It was not intended that the URL would replace CIM and SMGS! The
purpose of the URL is to fill a gap when neither CIM nor SMGS apply.

In its Position Paper of 21 December 2010 (ECE/TRANS/2011/3) the
Working Party on Rail Transport referred to existing international
arrangements (soft law arrangements) that could serve as an example on
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how to harmonize international railway law based on and within the
framework of the two existing international railway regimes (COTIF/CIM
and SMGS).

These soft law arrangements provide an internationally agreed common
base for the harmonization and gradual standardization of national or
regional legislation governing transport without creating a new layer of]
international law and without interfering with existing mandatory
regulations at national or regional level.

In the Joint Declaration signed on 26 February 2013 by the Ministers of]
Transport of Governments interested in Euro-Asian rail transport it was
agreed and expressed that the work (i.e. unification of international railway
law) should be in line with the principles of optionality, (...), of being in
line with the relevant provisions of the COTIF/CIM Convention and the
SMGS Agreement (...).

)According to the pure wording of the proposed Art. 1 § 3 of the Russian
Federation, CIM as part of the international agreement COTIF would still
be applicable, but the Russian Federation clarified during the twenty
second session that the term “other international agreements” in Art. 1 § 3
refers to specific bilateral or multilateral agreements, not to international
agreements such as CIM and SMGS (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/2,
I11. 7 (ii) bullet 3).

Therefore, the proposal of the Russian Federation is not in line with the
approach of the URL until now as described in the aforementioned Position
Paper and the Joint Declaration.

PKP CARGO SA

The entry into force of the URL provisions as proposed by Russian
[Federation should not affect the application of the provisions of the CIM
and the SMGS.

Pursuant to Article 1§3 of the URL, if the Contracting Parties are at the
same time parties to other international agreements that establish legal
provisions for contracts of carriage of goods by rail, the carriage between
the railway stations of these Contracting Parties may be carried out under
the terms of those agreements. In practice, the provisions of both
international agreements / conventions (CIM and SMGS) can be applied in
parallel, as long as they do not contain contradictory provisions regulating
the same issues.

General note:

The draft of the provisions is not explicit, especially § 2, that international
carriage of goods [all?] is to take place on the basis of these provisions.

In addition, it is not clear what the Agreement is ("the Contracting Parties
to this Agreement”), as §1 refers to the legal regulations (“This legal
regime”).

If the intention of the Russian Federation is to create and apply the uniform
railway law, the CIM and SMGS will not be applicable. The most preferred
solution would be to introduce uniform regulations, eventually replacing
the CIM and SMGS provisions.

If the proposed regulations were to be used only in Europe-Asia traffic,
eventually replacing the CIM and SMGS provisions, including the
CIM/SMGS consignment note, we do not see the need to create another
law.

The Group of Experts should clearly state what the purpose of the
introduction of the new law is and only then prepare draft provisions. It

should be emphasized that the proposed URL provisions are characterized
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by a high degree of generality, e.g. as compared to the existing CIM and
SMGS provisions.

Moreover, the proposed regulations are not in line with the reality, e.g. they
do not take into consideration subcontracting.

CIT /According to the proposed wording of the Russian proposal of Art. 1 § 3
CIM and SMGS could remain applicable to the contract of carriage with
regard to transports restricted to their relevant regions; but this view
contradicts with what was said by the Russian Delegation during the last
meeting. This point must be clarified.

FIATA Further clarification is sought, noting the ambiguities in the discussions at
the previous session.

Inputs for Question 2

Germany The answer depends on what the proposal means by “direct” traffic.
Currently, the proposal uses the term “direct” not only in connection with
rail but also with multimodal traffic. In the latter case re-consignment
happens frequently. So the term “direct” is likely to cover also transports
involving re-consignment.

According to the current text of the draft legal provisions established by the
group of experts (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2021/3), the operators of]
long-distance Euro-Asia rail freight services (e.g. block trains) can decide,
on a voluntary basis, to establish a single contract of carriage of goods
under the URL legal regime, as an alternative to the use of the double
regime CIM/SMGS. They should continue to have that discretion.

Russian Federation |[CmoTtpurte oTBeT Ha Bompoc 1./ See answer to question 1

Switzerland § 2 only mentions "direct" international rail and multimodal traffic.
Switzerland prefers keeping the original text of Article 1.

IEuropean In its proposal (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/5) submitted at the 22nd
Commission session, the Russian Federation did not provide any accompanying
explanation for the meaning of the notion of “direct traffic”.

Given that the position of Russia is to consider that URL should replace
existing international regimes (COTIF/CIM and SGMS) altogether, it is
not clear how experts should be expected to reply to question n°2.

By contrast, the original text of Article 1 of the draft legal provisions
established by the group of experts (ECE/TRANS/2016/15), does not
contain any ambiguity and makes it clear that the operators of long-
distance euro-Asia rail freight services could decide, on a voluntary basis,
either to establish a single contract of carriage of goods under the URL
legal regime, or alternatively to continue using the double regime
CIM/SMGS.

IDeutsche Bahn AG (It is important to note, that ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/5 contains a
proposal of the Russian Federation. It should therefore be the Russian
Federation to answer the questions regarding the interpretation of its own
proposal (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/2, 111. 7 (ii) bullet 4).

As it is unclear what is meant by ‘direct international rail traffic and in
direct international multimodal traffic’ in § 1, this question cannot be
answered with ‘yes’ or ‘no’ by the other experts.
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)As re-consignment is common for international multimodal traffic, it is
unclear whether the proposal of the Russian Federation only foresees in the
situation in which no re-consignment takes place.

PKP CARGO SA

IAs above.

The content of Article 1 §3 URL also allows CIM or SMGS provisions be|
applicable in international traffic with the use of re-consignment.

If only the URL is to be applicable, there can be no question of applying
CIM and SMGS provisions.

If we had to deal with the change of the legal regime (change of the
consignment note), as it is now in the case of transhipment, then there will
be no question of re-consignment when using the URL (in this case it is|
only the change of the legal regime and not changing the destination station
as a result of re-consignment without changing means of transport).

CIT The proposed wording of Art. 1 § 1 and § 2 of the Russian proposal seems
to exclude the possibility of re-consignment under two separate transport
contracts CIM and SMGS. This point must be clarified.

FIATA Further clarification is sought, noting the ambiguities in the discussions at

the previous session. The proposed wording in Art. 1 § 1 appears to
establish a ’single set of legal standards’ and as such, the CIM and SMGS
would not appear to be applicable. In addition, it is unclear as to what is
meant by the reference to ‘direct international rail traffic’.

Inputs for Question 3

Germany

The choice would be made by the Member States of the agreements
mentioned. It would then depend on those agreements whether they allow
the sender and carrier to choose the URL as the contract of carriage rules
applicable to their contract.

IRussian Federation

CTOpOHBI ~ OMPENEISIIOT  MPHUMEHMMOE TPaBO MyTEM  3aKIIOYCHUS
COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO IOTOBOPA MEePEeBO3KH (0OPMIICHHS HAKIIAIHOM).

Informal translation:

The parties determine the applicable law by concluding an appropriate
contract of carriage (conclusion of the consignment note).

Switzerland The Article as suggested by the RF does not answer this question. The
choice should be upon the individual parties.
Switzerland prefers keeping the original text of Article 1.
IEuropean In its proposal (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/5) submitted at the 22nd
Commission session, the Russian Federation did not provide any accompanying

explanation to clarify, who the “contracting parties” really are, and whether|
this notion also apply to the individual parties to the contract.

Point 2 of the Russian proposal (‘Object of the Agreement’) indicates that
the “contracting parties” would be “(Governments of the States)”. On the
other hand, point 6 of Article 2 (Definitions) of the original draft URL legal
provisions states that QUOTE “Parties to the contract” means the carrier
and the consignor.” UNQUOTE It is clear that the carrier and the consignor]
cannot be assimilated to “Governments of the States”). However, the|
Russian Federation did not suggest amending point 6 of Article 2 of the
[URL provisions. It seems therefore that there exists a contradiction or an
inconsistency in the Russian proposal in this regard.
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By contrast, the original text of the URL foresees clearly that the choice of
the legal basis is made by the individual parties to the contract of carriage,
in line with the principles of market liberalization and economic freedom.

IDeutsche Bahn AG (It is important to note that this question was put by the Group of Experts
to be clarified by the Russian Federation
(ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/2, 1. 7 (ii) bullet 4).

The URL foresees that this choice is made by the individual parties to the
contract of carriage. That is in line with the principle of market
liberalisation, as well as with the principles of optionality as agreed in the
Joint Declaration.

But according to the proposed ‘Object of the Agreement’ by the Russian
Federation and as clarified by the Russian Federation during the twenty
second session “the Contracting Parties” would mean the ‘Governments of]
the States’.

IPKP CARGO SA  |As above

If only unified railway law (URL) is to be applicable, there will be no
choice of the legal regime.

Everything will depend on the final proposal of the solutions adopted by
the URL Parties. If the URL provisions are flexible then the Contracting
Parties of carriage may decide on the choice of the legal regime. Otherwise,
the use of the URL will be imposed on the Parties concerned (it will be
generally applicable law).

CIT /According to the RUS proposal the choice is up to the member states.

FIATA Further clarification is sought, noting the ambiguities in the
discussions at the previous session.

Input for Question 4

Russian Federation ([ToaroToBieHHbIE TIOJNIOKEHUS HOBOTO IIPABOBOTO pEXHMa  €BpO-
A3MaTCKHUX JKEJIE3HOIOPOKHBIX IPy30BbIX mepeBo3ok (EXKIT) nHeobxommumo
paccMaTpuBaTh KaK MEpBBI IIAar Ha MHYTH K CO3JAaHUIO EIHHOTO
PKEJIe3HOIOPO’KHOTO TIpaBa. Y Ka3aHHBIH MPOEKT ¢ y4eTOM HEOOXOIMMOM
mopaboTku MoOXeT ObITh odopmiieH B KoHBeHIHMIO TIpH YCIOBUH
pa3pabOTKM TIPaBOBBIX TIOJIOKEHHMH TI0 BCEM JAPYTHM AacleKTaM,
CBS3aHHBIM C (YHKIMOHHPOBAHHEM JKEJIE3HOJOPOKHOTO TpPaHCIIOpTa.
[Ipm 3TOM cunTaeM, YTO B CIlydae MPUHATHS PEIICHUS O pa3paboTke He
ennHOM KOHBEHIMH 110 €TMHOMY JKEJIEe3HOIOPOKHOMY TIPaBy, a CHCTEMBI
KonBenuuii, Takue KoHBEHLMH MOJKHBI MPUHUMATHCS OJHOBPEMEHHO
(CIMHBIM «ITAKETOM).

Informal translation:

The prepared provisions of the new legal regime for the Euro-Asian Rail
Freight contract of carriage (URL) should be considered as the first step
towards the creation of a unified railway law. This project, taking into
account the necessary revision, can be concluded as a Convention, subject
to the elaboration of legal provisions in all other areas related to the
functioning of railway transport. At the same time, we believe that if a
decision is made to develop a system of Conventions rather than a single
[URL Convention, such Conventions should be adopted simultaneously (as
a single “package”).

11
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Inputs for Question 5

Germany

The altered Article 4 makes it clear that the sender and the carrier need to
comply with two sets of provisions:

(1) their contract of carriage + URL (= private law)
(2) public law requirements, in particular those mentioned as examples.

The RUS proposal would add a third set of provisions, the “Rules on the
Carriage of Goods”. The meaning and benefit of that third set of rules is
not clear:

- According to § 1 they contain procedure for applying the conditions of]
the URL and also the special conditions of carriage of specific types of]
goods.

- According to § 2 they contain detailed standard solutions and procedures
to ensure that the articles of the URL are interpreted and applied uniformly.

The functions described in § 1 are addressed by provisions of public law,
e.g. those listed in the altered Article 4. Those rules define e.g. the
conditions for the transport of animals, explosives, food, etc. These rules
often go down from primary legislation (i.e. an act of parliament) to
secondary legislation (e.g. regulations of government agencies) to a third
level (e.g. technical standards developed by expert groups).

Thus these rules are already rather comprehensive. Therefore, it is unclear
how additional “Rules on the Carriage of Goods” as part of the URL would
contribute to the safety or facilitation of rail transport. Moreover, it is
unclear what would happen if one of the public law provisions is in
contradiction with a “Rule on the Carriage of Goods”.

Problems would also occur as regards the non-rail legs to which the URL
is also to apply according to the RUS proposal (Article 1 § 1: direct
multimodal traffic). For those other modes there is no such thing as “Rules
on the Carriage of Goods”. Thus the RUS proposal would mean to
introduce those rules also for road legs, etc. This would be in contradiction
to widely applied conventions such as CMR for road transport.

Lastly, it should be noted that the altered Article 4 is already a response to
demands put forward by RUS to ensure the application of public law rules
regulating the conditions of transport. The altered Article was presented
and approved by the group already in 2019 (cf. document
ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2019/15).

The functions described in § 2 are helpful and important and should be|
addressed by explanatory reports, handbooks, etc. To achieve these goals|
it is not necessary either to include them in the URL itself.

IRussian Federation

Cratbst 4 EXII He conepKUT MOJIOKEHHs], YCTaHABIUBAIOIIUE YCIOBUS
[epeBO3KM Pa3IMYHBIX THUIOB IPy30B, (popMmar HakJiaJHOH, MpouUeaypy
[PErUCTpail KOMMEPYECKUX aKTOB U T.[.

Informal translation:

Article 4 of the URL does not contain provisions establishing the
conditions for carriage of specific types of goods, the format of the
consignment note, the procedures for registering commercial acts, etc.

Switzerland

The existent applicable provisions of public law provide for clear
regulations (as stated in altered Article 4). No need for another Article on
Rules on the Carriage of Goods. Switzerland supports the opinion

expressed by other members of the GEURL during 22nd session.
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IEuropean
Commission

Paragraph 1 of the new article proposed by Russia seems to refer to public
law regulations (“special conditions of carriage of specific types of]
goods”). Therefore, it adequately falls within the scope of Article 4 of the
draft URL provisions, as amended (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2019/15).
The elements described in paragraph 2 (“detailed standard solutions and
procedures”) could be effectively addressed through separate
accompanying manuals or explanatory reports, and do not need to be
included in the URL provisions.

IDeutsche Bahn AG

There is no need to add a new article as Art. 4 URL already adequately
includes that carriage is also subject to the provisions of public law.

The market wants flexibility; the rules proposed by the Russian Federation
would come into conflict with this wish for flexibility.

Further detailing of such rules would go against the principle of market
liberalization.

PKP CARGO SA

The current Article 4 of the URL is based on Article 2 "Prescriptions of]
public law" of the CIM, which is a general article.

The amended Article 4 of the URL or the proposal for a new article from
the Russian Federation requires more precise regulation of carriage of]
goods.

It should be clarified what regulation is meant in the aspect of the amended
IArt. 4 of the URL and the new article by the Russian Federation.

[t is essential that these detailed regulations are, first of all, transparent.

CIT Art. 4 URLCoC is a sufficient legal basis for the exemption of provisions
of public law. Conditions of carriage, format of the consignment note and
“formal report” should be established at Sector level.

FIATA It is considered that Article 4 provides sufficiently clear regulations in

relation to the conditions of carriage, and therefore, there does not appear
to be a need for a new Article to be added.

Inputs for Question 6

Germany

Handling the change of gauge in an appropriate manner is a purely internal
matter of the carrier. The carrier has to take the change of gauge into
account when he calculates the time for delivery and the costs. No changes
to Article 6(2) are necessary.

INB: “Mode” in transport legislation is normally used to specify a means of]
transportation, e.g. railway, road, sea-going ship, etc. RUS uses it for the
different gauges. These are not “modes” in that sense.

IRussian Federation

Cratbu 4 u 6 EXXII conepxart npeAnvcanus, He OTHOCSIIHECS K YCIOBHIM
1 crioco0aM mepeBo3kH. B 3Toi CBsA3M POCCUHCKON CTOPOHOH TPETOKEH
[MPOCKT HOBOM CTaTbM, COJACpKalled TNPEANUCAHUS TEPEBOIUUKY
OCYIIECTBIIATh MepeAady BarOHOB Ha JKEJE3HYIO TOPOTY MHOW IIUPUHBI
KOJICH B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT TEXHHYECKOH BO3ZMOKHOCTH JKEJIE3HOAOPOKHOM
cTaHIMK (MEPEeBO3UNKA) TPUHUMAIOIIEH CTOPOHEI.

Takye TONOXEHHUS HEOOXOAWMO BKIIOYHTH B TEKCT, IIOCKOJBKY
MEXIyHapOJaHbIE TIEPeBO3KM Tpy3oB B  EBpasmiickom  peruone
OCYIIECTBIIIIOTCS. MO JKEJIE3HBIM JOpOTaM pa3sHOW IIMPUHEI KOJIEH.
[To3ToMy clemyeT y4ecTh, 9TO TaKhe IEPEBO3KH MOTYT OCYIIIECTBIATHCS C
[eperpy3Koil rpy30B U3 BarOHOB OJJHOW IIMPHHBI KOJIEH B BarOHBI IPYTOi
[IMPHHBI KOJICH WM C Ieperpy3KOH BATOHOB HA TEJEKKH APyTOH IMHPHHBI

KOJICH, 100 C WCIOJIb30BAHUEM TEICKEK C H3MEHCHHUEM INUPHUHBI KOJICH.
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[Ipu 5TOM B Ccirydae Takoil mepeBO3KH JaHHAs HHPOPMAIUS JOJDKHA OBITh
yKa3aHa B HakJIaJgHOW. KpoMe Toro, CpoK TOCTaBKU Ipy3a YBEINIUBACTCS
Ha BpeMs, HE0OX0IMMOe /ISl TIPOBEICHHUS 3THUX OTEPaNnii.

Informal translation:

[URL Articles 4 and 6 do not contain provisions related to the conditions
and methods of carriage. In this regard, the Russian Federation proposed a
new article containing instructions to the carrier for transfer of wagons to
the railway of a different gauge depending on the technical possibilities at
the gauge change station in the country of the subsequent carrier.

Such provisions should be included in the text, since international
transportation of goods in the Eurasian region is carried out by railways of]
different gauge. Therefore, it should be taken into account that such
transportation can be carried out with reloading of goods from wagons of]
one gauge to wagons of a different gauge or with reloading of wagons onto
bogies of a different gauge or using adjustable bogies. Moreover, in the
case of such carriage, this information must be indicated in the
consignment note. In addition, the delivery time of the cargo is increased
by the time required to carry out these operations.

Switzerland

INo change is necessary as these issues are covered in the Article 4 as
provide under point 3 above

IEuropean
Commission

This matter does not as such pertain to the contractual arrangement
between the consignor and the carrier: this is an internal matter of the
carrier(s) of an operational nature. There is no need to add a new article.

Also, Article 6 of the draft URL legal provisions (Content of the
consignment note) does not need to be amended because the change of]
gauge is an underlying technical factor that the carrier should take into
account beforehand to inform the relevant parts of the consignment note
(carriage charges and other costs relating to carriage which the consignor
undertakes to pay; agreed time of delivery; agreed route to follow...).

IDeutsche Bahn AG

There is no need for adding an article on the Mode on carriage or changing
Art. 6 (2) URL, as it is as a matter of course that due to the different rail
gauges a transshipment is necessary.

It is an operational issue that does not belong in the URL.

Besides that, the issue is already covered in Article 4, No. 5 URL.

PKP CARGO SA

It is a transposition of the regulation of the Article 4 SMGS ,,Mode on
carriage”. This proposal is acceptable, so that everyone involved in the
carriage knows that the carriage is subject to e.g. transhipment, but the lack
of such a clause is not a URL error.

CIT The legal instrument should define rights and obligations of the parties to|
the contract of carriage; the proposed provision is merely descriptive and
has no normative character.

FIATA Further clarification is required as to the reasoning behind the proposed

additional Article on the mode of carriage. In principle, it has been raised
within FIATA that such clarification would be useful within the provisions
of the URL generally to clarify responsibility.
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Inputs for Question 7

Germany The definition is used in those provisions that define rights stemming
from the transport contract (primarily those concerning the right to
dispose of the goods while they are already on their way). So the term is
not connected with rights attaching to the goods, negotiability, etc.
Russian Federation |C yyeToM IpoBeneHHOHN AUCKYCCHH Ha ceccuu 'pymnsl skcniepro 28-30
ceHTs10pst 2020 r. corlacHel C TE€M, YTO MOJ «IPAaBOMOYHBIM JILIOM)
MOApa3syMeBaeTCs «IPY300TIPABUTEIBY HIIH «TPY30M0ITyYaTeby.

Informal translation:

Taking into account the discussion held at the session of the Group of]
Experts on September 28-30, 2020, we agree that the "eligible person"
means the "consignor" or "consignee".

Switzerland -
[European The definition “Person entitled” means the person who has the right to
Commission dispose of the goods and is solely attached to this right. It is used in those|

provisions of URL draft legal provisions that define rights stemming from
the contract of carriage. Therefore, the term is not connected with any rights|
attached to the goods (negotiability).

Deutsche Bahn AG [The “person entitled” is the person who has the right to dispose of the
goods (either “consignor” or “consignee’) and has nothing to do with the
question whether the consignment note is a “document of title”.

The term “person entitled” isused in Art. 9 § 1, Art. 16 § 1, Art. 17 § 1 and
§ 3, Art. 18 §§ 2- 4, Art. 19 § 3, Art. 21 § 1 of the URL. None of these
provisions are associated with negotiability.

For the understanding of the Art. 15 and 16 URL it is important to leave
this definition in place.

PKP CARGO SA  |(Article 2 URL stipulates that ,,person entitled” means the person who has
the right to dispose of the goods. Whereas Article 15 URL clearly states
that the right to dispose of the goods has the consignor (§1) and the
consignee (§2).

CIT “Person entitled” means “consignor” or “consignee”, as appropriate
regarding their rights to dispose of the goods. The Articles 15-18 of the
[URLCoC are independent from Chapter 3, Liability.

FIATA FIATA understands that in certain jurisdictions, the Forwarder or other
party could be named as a “person entitled”. This would be based upon|
contractual arrangements and terms. The clause would be much broader
than solely consignor or consignee.

Input for Question 8

Russian Federation [[Tockoibky B cepe CMI'C noroBop nepeBo3K HOCUT XapakTep peaibHOH
CHEIKH, TO HUKAKUX JOMOJIHUTEIbHBIX JAOTOBOPOB B NMHUCHMEHHOM BHUJIE
MEepeBO3UMK OTNpaBUTENb HE 3aKI04aeT, a JOroBOp CUHUTAeTCs
BaKJIIOYEHHBIM ITyTeM MpuUeMa-epefaud TIpy3a, 4TO IOATBEPIKAAETCS
HakymagHOH.  [losToMy  mpuM  HEOOXOOMMOCTH  JIONIOJHUTEIBHBIX|
COTJIACOBAHUI, MPEAIECTBYIOIUX BPYUEHHIO I'Py3a (TO €CTh 3aKIIOYEHHIO
ITOroBOpa), B TOM YHCIIE €CIIM 3TH COTJIaCOBaHMs TPEOYIOTCS 1O IPUYMHE]
OTIMYUS YCIOBUIl NEpPEeBO3KH OT MPENTyCMOTPEHHBIX MEXIYHapOAHBIM
ITOrOBOPOM MJIM TPEOYIOIIUX TAKOTO COIJIACOBAaHHMS B COOTBETCTBUU C
npeAncaHusIMU MexayHapoaHoro norosopa (B CMI'C Bce ycnosus
ponucanbl), OTIPAaBUTENb HANpPaBIie€T IEPEBO3YHMKY 3asiBKY Ha|
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COTJIaCOBAaHUE IEpeBO3KU. [IepeBO3UNK COTIIACOBBIBACT AAHHYIO 3asBKY,
COZIEPIKAIIYI0 YTOYHEHHE YCIOBHUi OyIyIIero JoroBopa nepeBO3KH MIIH UX
0COOEHHOCTH, C IPYTHMH IIEPEBO3UMKAMHE U Ta€T OTBET OTIIPABHUTEIIO.

TakiuM o0pa3oM, CTaThs AOOABIAETCSA C IIETBIO COTJIACOBAHUS YCIIOBHH
MEpEeBO30K HE TOJBKO C IOTOBOPHBIM IIEPEBO3YMKOM, HO M CO BCEMH|
MOCIEOYIONIMMHA  IIEPEBO3YHKAMH, yYaCTBYIOIIMMHU B  KOHKPETHOH
MepeBo3Ke.

Informal translation:

Since in the SMGS area the contract of carriage is of the nature of a real
transaction, the carrier does not conclude any additional written contracts,
and the contract is considered concluded by receiving and transferring the
goods, which is confirmed by the consignment note. Therefore, if
additional arrangements are required prior to the delivery of the goods (ie.
the conclusion of a contract), including if these arrangements are required
due to differences in the conditions of carriage from those provided for in
international agreement or requiring such approval in accordance with the
prescriptions of an international agreement (all circumstances are listed in
the SMGS), the consignor sends the carrier a request for the carriage
agreement. The carrier coordinates this request, including the specification
of the terms of the future contract of carriage or its features, with other
carriers and gives an answer to the consignor.

Thus, an article is added in order to agree on the conditions of carriage not
only with the contractual carrier, but also with all subsequent carriers
involved in a particular carriage.

Inputs for Question 9

Germany

The impact and benefit of that article is not clear. The term “pre-
contractual” is confusing.

The first indent describes a situation where the parties would like to enter
into a business relationship and would like to agree beforehand on the|
conditions for subsequent individual rail transports. This is usually called|
a “framework contract”.

The second indent describes a way in which the carrier can organize tha]
he is able to offer the transport of the goods to the destination even where|
he does not perform the transport on all the legs himself. This is a purely|
internal matter of the carrier. It could be considered though as to encourage
carriers to conclude agreements beforehand and thus as limiting
competition. This would be detrimental for the transport market.

IRussian Federation

[Ipoext EXII yxe comepXuUT yCIOBHS U HEKOTOpPbIE OIPaHUYEHUS MPHU
MepeBO3KaxX Ha yCJIOBUSX €IUHBIX MPEANUCAHUIL:

Cratbst 1 — OOnacTh npUMeHEHHS
Cratbst 4 — Ycii0BHs IyOIMYHOTO TIpaB
Cratbst 5 — JloroBop nepeBo3ku
Cratbs 6 — collep:kaHue HaKIaaHOM
CraTbs 8§ — oIIaTa pacxoJ0B

Informal translation:

The URL draft already contains conditions and some restrictions for
carraige on the basis of uniform prescriptions:

Article 1 — Scope of application
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|Article 4 — Provisions of public law
Article 5 - Contract of carriage
IArticle 6 - Content of the consignment note

Article 8 - Payment of the costs relating to carriage

Switzerland

IEuropean
Commission

In its proposal (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/5) submitted at the 22nd
session, the Russian Federation did not provide any accompanying
justification or evaluation for the proposed change.

The potential impact (positive or negative) of this new proposed article is
not clear. The term “pre-contractual” is confusing. It could actually be
considered as an incentive for carriers to conclude agreements beforehand|
and thus limiting competition on the transport and logistical chain, which|
is not beneficial for the customer and should be avoided.

IDeutsche Bahn AG

As it is unclear what is meant by “may”.

The URL should not prescribe which agreements should be concluded by
the individual parties to the contract of carriage. The individual parties|
know which contracts need to be concluded. Flexibility and freedom of
contract are needed.

There is no need for such an article as proposed by the Russian Federation|
in the law. It does not have an added value.

PKP CARGO SA

This procedure is applied in the SMGS (Art. 7) and has no effect on market
liberalization.

In the CIM traffic, the procedure of pre-contractual agreement of carriage
between the consignor and the contractual carrier also exists, although it
was not named expressis verbis. GTM-CIT (01) Activities before the
conclusion of the contract of carriage. For example, an order of wagons,
checking the scope of station activities, checking the train paths allocation,
etc. It is nothing else than a pre-contractual agreement of the carriage
between the carrier and the consignor. The same applies to agreements
between carriers.

CIT According to the contractual freedom a Pre-contractual agreement is
possible, when needed for business purposes. But the wording in the RUS
proposal seems to limit the parties entitled to conclude such pre-contract.
'We do not see the need to regulate this aspect.

FIATA It is believed that the inclusion of such an article would have implications

for market liberalization and should be removed. The parties should be free
to determine the need to conclude a pre-contractual agreement as
appropriate.

Inputs for Question 10

Germany

The specification of the content is sufficient. The precise design of the
consignment note should be left to the relevant industry organizations. This
is also the usual practice for other conventions (e.g. CMR).

IRussian Federation

[MpenmaraeM TOTOTHUTEIHLHO OOCYIUTH pelakiuio maparpada 2 crtatbu 5
poekxta EXII, npexycmaTrpuBaroiryio BO3MOKHOCTh CO3AaHUS TUIIOBOM
MO HAKIaTHOW MEXIyHapOOHBIMH AacCOUMAIMSIMA B CBS3H C

NPYUHINNHAAIGHO  pa3HBIMH  TIOAXOJAaMH K TAaHHOMY BONPOCY B
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«BOCTOYHON» W «3amamHoi» cuctemax mpaBa (B CMI'C coneprkanue
HakJaHOH ycraHoBiIeHO [Ipuioxenuem 1 k qanaomy CoOrTameHuo).

Switzerland

INo need for a template, it may be up to international associations to
establish a standard model of consignment note. If a template in URL, then
its use should not be compulsory.

Informal translation:

'We propose to additionally discuss the revision of paragraph 2 of Article 5
of the draft URL, which provides for the possibility of creating a standard
model of the consignment note by international associations in connection
with fundamentally different approaches to this issue in the "eastern" and
"western" systems of law (in SMGS, the content of the consignment note
is established by Appendix 1 to this Agreement)

IEuropean
Commission

Specifying the content of the consignment note is deemed sufficient. The
actual format of the consignment note can be carried out by the relevant
rail industry organizations. It should be noted that the GEURL already
developed a draft (ad hoc) URL consignment note under Tasks (a) and (b)
of the ToR, based on the existing CIM-SMGS consignment note. The
report of the 21st session of the GEURL
(ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2019/14) stated in point II1.6.(b).(iv) that:
“The Group of Experts (...) agreed that the ad hoc consignment note agreed
upon at the eighteenth session should serve as a basis for the preparation
of the final version of the consignment note for URL. This work should be
undertaken upon adoption of legal instrument on the contract for
international carriage of goods by rail. Such work should preferably be
undertaken by CIT and OSJD.”

IDeutsche Bahn AG

Art. 6 URL already lists the particulars which the consignment note must
contain. A template of the consignment note is therefore of no added value.

At most, in case a template should be developed, it should be done by the
relevant industry organisations/railway undertakings that need to work
with the consignment note. It should not be done by governing states and
it should not be included in the law as flexibility is needed.

PKP CARGO SA

The URL should - like the CIM - indicates who is responsible for providing
such a template or elaborate a template under the UNECE and publish it to
be used for contracts of carriage based on the URL.

'We propose to use the CIM / SMGS consignment note template tested in
practice, i.e. due to the possibility of using the owned IT systems; data
security; uniform layout, transparent for all carriers.

CIT

The transport document is a business document as evidence of the contract
of carriage. The task for the preparation should be delegated to the business
sector associations. The consignment note should be adaptable in a flexible
and quick manner to the rapidly evolving business needs of the parties to
the contract of carriage based on the contractual and commercial freedom.

FIATA

IAn additional template consignment note is not necessary for the purposes
of the URL. Stipulating the content is sufficient. Any such consignment
note should be elaborated under the auspices of the transport and logistics
industry in order to ensure that it is fit for purpose and in line with industry
needs. Elaboration of a template consignment under the URL would be
unduly restrictive.
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Inputs for Question 11

Germany

Article 7 of the current text already provides for liability of the consignor
for any costs, loss or damage. This is a sufficient deterrent and in line with
other transport conventions.

It is not clear what the proposal means by “penalty” and why this would be
an advantage.

Moreover, it is not clear whether the RUS proposal aims at replacing the
“damages” approach with a “penalty” approach or whether it aims at also
changing the conditions that are set out in the current text of Article 7.

IRussian Federation

M3-3a  MOMyLIEHHBIX TPy300THpaBUTENECH HapyIIEHUIl BO3MOXHO
BO3HHKHOBEHHE 3aTpaT IEepeBO3YMKa, a TaKXKe BO3HUKHOBEHHE
MPENsATCTBUN K NMepeBO3Ke, HE3aBUCSIIUX OT MepeBo3uuka. JlanHas Mepal
SIBJISIETCS HE TOJIBKO IITPa)HON, HO ¥ IPEBEHTUBHOIM.

Informal translation :

Due to the violations committed by the consignors, losses may arise to
carriers, carriage may be impeded independent of the carrier. This measure]
is not only a penalty but also a preventive one.

Switzerland

Prima vista, Article 7 as it stands now covers the liability exhaustively.
Difficult to answer as the RF's reasoning behind is not known.

[European
Commission

In its proposal (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/5) submitted at the 22nd
session, the Russian Federation did not provide any accompanying
justification or evaluation for the proposed change.

The original text of Article 7 of the draft URL legal provisions addresses
the responsibility of the consignor in an adequate and balanced manner,
including relevant condition for its liability vis-a-vis the carrier. It is also
perceived that the introduction of the notion of “penalty” would undermine
the level-playing field in the international market for the transportation of]
goods by rail.

IDeutsche Bahn AG

The Art. 7 and 8 URL regarding the responsibility of the consignor and
payment of the costs are comprehensive.

There is no ground for paying an amount without any damages.

From the perspective of a market economy principle, freedom of contract
and customer relations, there is no need for the proposed addition.

PKP CARGO SA

The proposal of the Russian Federation to add clauses is the transposition
of the provisions of Art. 16 "Responsibility for the data indicated in the
consignment note" of SMGS.

IArt. 8 “Responsibility for particulars entered on the consignment note” of]
the CIM contains a similar regulation except that it does not indicates
contractual penalties but stipulates the reimbursement of costs, losses and
damage to be incurred by the carrier if the entries made by the consignor
are irregular, incorrect or incomplete.

In the era of the market liberalization, the proposal from SMGS is not
acceptable.

CIT

The Article 7 of the existing URLCoC is sufficient because the relationship
between consignor and contractual carrier is based on partnership and
horizontal legal relationship(s). It should be out of the scope of fix
administrative penalties.
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FIATA

Concerns have been raised within the FIATA membership concerning the
inclusion of open-ended penalty clauses. It is considered that each
infraction should be clearly identified with corresponding amounts.

Inputs for Question 12

Germany

Article 13 is sufficiently precise and addresses the interests of all parties|
concerned appropriately. It would be impossible to add specific delivery]
periods because they would need to cover many different situations
(distance, route, type of goods, pricing model of the carrier, etc.).

However, guidance should be developed presenting average delivery|
periods for certain typical cases. Parties should use this guidance to
determine and agree on the appropriate period for their individual transport]
contract.

IRussian Federation

B nacTosimee Bpems npoexT EXKII He npeanucsIBaeT KOHKPETHBIX CPOKOB
TOCTaBKH, a MPEeIonaraeT Haluure JOrOBOPEHHOCTH MEXAY CTOPOHAMU.
B cmyuae OTCYTCTBHSI Takoi JOTOBOPEHHOCTH IIPETyCMaTPUBAIOTCS
CPOKHM, KOTOpble MoOriM Obl  0OOCHOBAaHHO  TpeOOBaTbCs  OT
MOOpOCOBECTHOrO  mHepeBo3unka. Takas (QOpMYJIMpPOBKA OCTaBISET
[IMPOKKE BO3MOXKHOCTHU €€ TPAKTOBKHU.

Informal translation:

Currently, the draft URL does not prescribe specific delivery times, bu]
presupposes an agreement between the parties. In the absence of such an
agreement, reasonable timeframes would be required from a diligent
carrier. This formulation leaves ample room for its interpretation.

Switzerland

Article 13 as it stands now is clear enough. Delivery time shall be agreed
in the contract of carriage.

IEuropean
Commission

In its proposal (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/5) submitted at the 22nd
session, the Russian Federation did not provide any accompanying
justification or evaluation for the proposed change.

The original Article 13 is specific enough for the intended purpose. If
addresses the interest of all parties concerned and does not contain any gap:
QUOTE The carrier shall deliver the goods within the time agreed in the|
contract of carriage. If no time of delivery has been agreed, delivery shall
be made within the time which could reasonably be required of a diligent
carrier, taking into account the circumstances of the carriage. UNQUOTE

IDeutsche Bahn AG

There is no need to add specific delivery periods.

Art. 13 URL is purposely much simpler than the corresponding rules in
CIM and SMGS.

It contains the provisions that are necessary at this point and takes into
account the interests of all parties involved.

PKP CARGO SA

Pursuant to Article 13 URL the time of delivery should be stipulated in the
contract of carriage. “If no time of delivery has been agreed, delivery shall
be made within the time which could reasonably be required of a diligent
carrier, taking into account the circumstances of the carriage.” Thel
provision of the maximum delivery date should be defined in the URL,
Detailed rules for calculating the delivery times should be established in|
the URL.

CIT

On a very long distance like Eurasian Transport Corridors it is very
difficult to have fix delivery periods of time. For this purpose, the URLCoC
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based on the contractual freedom gives the possibility to the parties to the
contract of carriage to agree on the exact time of delivery.

FIATA It is considered that this should not be included. The contractual
relationship and journey is clearly established at time of agreement under
the parties’ freedom to contract, and this should not need to be provided
for within the URL.

Inputs for Question 13

Germany It is up to the carrier to calculate the time he needs to deliver the goods
taking into account the above factors. They should be included in the
guidance on delivery periods mentioned above.

There is no benefit though in setting out specific periods or extensions of]
periods in the URL. By contrast, this would dis-incentivize carriers and
infrastructure managers from investing in innovations to shorten the time
needed for e.g. trans-shipment or transfer of goods from one gauge to
another.

)Also, the concrete number proposed (48 hours) seems very long if you
consider the time which is typically needed today in ports to transfer goods
from a ship to e.g. a train.

Russian Federation ([IepeBo34mk He HOKEH HECTH OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a BpEMs HaXOXKICHHS
BArOHOB I10J ONEPAIIMSMH B ITyTH CJACIOBAHMS 110 HE3ABUCSIIUAM OT HErO
[PUIHHAM.

Informal translation:

The carrier should not be responsible for the time when the wagons are
transshipped what is beyond the carrier’s control.

Switzerland Article 13 as it stands now is clear enough. Delivery time shall be agreed
in the contract of carriage.

IEuropean In its proposal (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/5) submitted at the 22nd

Commission session, the Russian Federation did not provide any accompanying

justification or evaluation for the proposed change.

See answer given to question n°6.

IDeutsche Bahn AG [As answered under question 12, there is no need to add specific delivery
periods.

Besides the fact, that it is unclear what is exactly meant by “operations
connected with the shipment and delivery of goods”, the proposed increase
of 48 hours seems very long.

The situation of different gauges is already covered by “taking into account
the circumstances of the carriage” in Art. 13 URL. There is no need for an
addition.

IPKP CARGO SA  [The question 13 is closely related to the question 12.

If we want a maximum delivery deadline to be specified (question 12),
these deadlines should also be aligned to the carriage that requires a change
of gauge and wagons to be re-gauged.

The proposed regulations can be added, and the time of delivery should be
specified and extended additionally for multimodal transport —
transhipment from wagon to truck or vice versa.
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General note:

'We can see a lack of consistency in the regulations here: in the proposed
scope of application (new §2), it is mentioned rail-road transportation, and
in the proposal to extend the time of delivery, rail-ferry transportation.

CIT

See the indication under question 12.

FIATA

It is considered that this clause should not be included. The contractual
relationship and journey is clearly established at time of agreement under
the parties’ freedom to contract, and such fixed additional transit
extensions should not need to be provided for within the URL.

Inputs for Question 14

Germany

This can be left to the national law.

IRussian Federation

Mo EXII mawublid BoOmpoc (aKTUYECKH OTHECEH K PETYIMPOBAHUIO
HAIIMOHAJFHBIM 3aKOHOJATEIIbCTBOM. BMmecTe ¢ TeM, B OTHOIICHHH
MPETeH3W O TIPEBBIICHUM Cpoka noctaBku maparpadom 3 ct.28 EXII
MpeaycMOTpeH cpok B 60 mHel mocie mepenadd rpys3a (aHAJOTHYHO B
CMI'C).

Informal translation:

In URL, this issue is actually left to national law. At the same time, in
relation to claims for exceeding the delivery time, paragraph 3 of article 28
of the URL provides for a period of 60 days after the transfer of the goods
(similar to SMGS).

Switzerland 'We consider this question as part of the relevant national public law.
[European It is not necessary. This issue is normally covered by national law.
Commission

IDeutsche Bahn AG (It is not a necessity to define specific periods of limitation as this can be

left to the national law.

For transparency reasons it would be best to agree on one year in order to
align with other transport conventions (Art. 32 CMR, Art. 24 CMNI).

It could have been an option to extend the URL, but this issue has been
discussed before in the past years and no consensus was reached.

)As the Russian Federation did not propose a concrete text, we should use
the limited time left to come to an agreement on the URL.

PKP CARGO SA

There should be a limitation of actions for recourse. The URL should also
specify the rules and deadlines for making recourse.

CIT INormally the period of limitation is left to the national law or under general
international provisions of one year for transport contracts. In any case the
court procedure is based on lex fori.

FIATA It is considered that specific periods of limitation for potential recourse|

regarding fulfilment of the contract of carriage would be desirable, in the]
interests of certainty and clarity.

Inputs for Question 15

Germany

- subparagraph 1: The idea behind that proposal is absolutely useful.
However, is typically already addressed in national law (e.g. on civil
rocedure) because the situation occurs also in contexts other than
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transport law. The proposal would add a new rule on that issue specifically
for claims under the URL. This would not be beneficial.

- subparagraphs 2 and 3: There is no reason to stipulate a deadline for
claims. The general rules on limitation are sufficient. What is more, the
deadlines are very short while the issues to examine can be very complex.

IRussian Federation

Cratesimu 33 m 34 mpoekta EXII mnpemycMoTpeHo mpaBo, HO He
yCTAHOBIICH MOPSOK MOAAYH H PACCMOTPEHHUSL.

Informal translation:

URL Articles 33 and 34 provide for the right, but do not establish
procedures for submission and consideration.

Switzerland Article 33 as it stands is sufficient. No detailed procedural provisions in
URL.

IEuropean In its proposal (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/5) submitted at the 22nd

Commission session, the Russian Federation did not provide any accompanying
justification or evaluation for the proposed change.
These aspects are normally covered by national (public) law. There is no
reason to stipulate a specific deadline for claims.

Deutsche Bahn AG [There is no need to add an article on the right of recourse as national law

still applies.

Besides the lack of necessity for an addition, the proposed article contains
too many uncertainties. Regarding the first proposed §, it is important that
a carrier against whom the right of recourse is exercised has an opportunity
to intervene in the underlying court proceeding. It is unclear whether the
proposed addition “was notified in a timely manner of the consideration of]
the case by the courts” covers this point.

For transparency reasons there should not be another limitation period be
introduced (of 75 days). It would unnecessarily complicate things.

“the actual date of payment of the claim” and “the date of entry into force
of the decision” should not be used, as these terms are too vague and will
be open for discussions as it will be difficult for some parties to determine
this date.

PKP CARGO SA

The provision is justified, but it may create problems of interpretation
with regard to the deadline for submitting a recourse in pre-court cases
and after court decisions

CIT The claims procedure contains very specific procedural rules for rail and
need further evaluation. The lex fori provisions are still applicable based
on the mandatory national provisions.

FIATA It is considered that inclusion of this article would allow greater clarity

regarding obligations and timelines.

Inputs for Question 16

Germany

The proposal describes a mechanism to record problems of the conditions
of the goods or other problems.

§ 1 is similar to Article 9 of the current text which obliges the carrier to
enter in the consignment note any discrepancies between the actual
consignment and the information in the consignment note.

§ 2 does not seem necessary either. The consignee is not party to the

contract of carriage. He may be obliged to record any damages or other
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problems by virtue of a contract with the consignor (e.g. a sales contract).
He would then act to secure rights of the consignor. But in order to do this
he does not need to request a formal report from the carrier — he could do
this on his own initiative.

'While the mechanism set out in § 2 may be common and appropriate in
some legal systems it does not seem necessary or appropriate to extend it
to the future URL contracting states. It is not necessary to implement the
[URL. Other states found other solutions to provide for procedures to
establish the state of goods, etc., in a way which facilitates the settlement
of disputes later.

So we are not in favour of introducing this instrument for all future
contracting states of the URL. However, the URL should not exclude the
use of formal reports in those countries where it is a common tool to
prepare claims and/or facilitate the settlement of disputes today

IRussian Federation

lMonoxxenusimu  mpoekta EJXXII He mnpeaycmoTrpeHo cocraBiieHHE
KOMMEPYECKOT0 akTa B CIyYae BOSHUKHOBEHHS yiiepOa. YBenomieHne oo
yrepOe siBisieTcs 3aadeid morepmneniiero (ctT.28 mpoekra EXKII).

B 3TOI CBsI3M MpeiaraeM JIOMOJHUTD MPOEKT YKa3aHHOM CTaThel.
Informal translation:

The URL provisions do not provide for the preparation of a commercial
act in the event of damage. Notification of damage is the responsibility of]
the victim (URL Article 28 of the EWL draft).

In this regard, we propose to expand the given article.

Switzerland

IEuropean
Commission

This aspect is not essential for the conclusion the URL contract of carriage
convention. Also, some circumstances listed un §1 appear to interfere with
existing draft URL provisions (Articles 5 and 10). The Russian Federation
did not provide detailed justification and evaluation in this regard. Given
the limited amount of time available to finalize Task (c) of the ToR, it is
better not to consider inclusion of such provision in the draft URL rules on
contract of carriage. However, if experts manage to rapidly reach
agreement on this aspect during the 23rd session, it may be included.

IDeutsche Bahn AG

There is no need for such addition. The carriers can freely decide whether
they want to agree to drawing up a formal report or not.

In its comparative analysis (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2019/18) the
Russian Federation pointed out that the formal report would be used in
determining the location where the damage occurred, in order to find out
the company liable for it. With the proposed addition with the listed
circumstances for drawing up a formal report, it is unlikely that the
proposed provision will serve its purpose.

A provision regarding the examination of the conditions of carriage and
the consignment note is already provided for in Art. 9 URL.

It is unlikely that the goods will be checked by carrier during carriage; the
goods will be checked when the carrier takes over the goods.

The proposed § 1 (4) regarding the consignment note might interfere with
Art. 5 § 2 third sentence URL as well as with Art. 10 § 3 URL.

PKP CARGO SA

Absolutely yes. Formal report defines the scope of responsibility of the
contracting parties for damage. Nevertheless, some circumstances in which
this protocol should be established raise doubts, e.g. in the case of]
discrepancies related to the destination station.
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CIT Article 28 of URLCoC is not based on a formal report. If the carriers want
to introduce a formal report, they may do this on a contractual basis
between themselves. See answer to question 5.

FIATA It is considered that this clause would be desirable to ensure greater
certainty and in the interests of strengthening safety and security.

Inputs for Question 17

Germany The current Article 15 is a well worked-out provision that follows the]
model of other transport conventions (e.g. Article 12 CMR). The RUS
proposal is not acceptable.

The consignee cannot by himself dispose of the goods as he is not a party|
to the transport contract. Furthermore, he may not have any material rights|
in the goods (e.g. property) until the goods are delivered to him. As
correctly provided for in the current Article 15 the consignee either needs|
to be authorized in the consignment note or the goods need to have reached
the place of destination.

Russian Federation [HesicHO, 4TO mOHMMAETCsI IOJ AOCTHXKCHHEM MecTa Ha3HadeHus. Kpome
roro, npoekT EXII npenycmatpuBaeT, 4TO OTIPaBUTENb MOXET yKa3aTh
MHOM MOMEHT Iepexojia OT HEero mpaBa pacHopshKeHUs rpy3oM. MOXKHO
[IPEAO0JIOKUTD, YTO TAKOE YKa3aHUE JOJKHO COEPIKAThCS B HAKJIaAHOM.
Onnako B cBsi3u ¢ TeM, 4yTo HakiagHass EJXKII B HacTosimuii MOMEHT He
YTBEp>KJeHa, HET BO3MOXXHOCTH ONPEIEIIUTh MOPAIOK Mepeiadl JaHHOTO
ykaszauus. [lonoxenus maparpada 1 crarteu 15 EXKII st ocyIecTBiIeHUsS

CATEIPHOCTH IIEPCBO3YMKA OYIYT MMETh HETaTHUBHBIC MOCICICTBHS,
CBsI3aHHBIC C HAPYIICHUEM TEXHOJOTHH €ro padoThl, rpaduka JBUKCHUS,
[MOTOKOB HAIPABJICHUS I'PY30B, MOBIUATH HAa CPOK JOCTaBKH, Kay€CTBO
rpy3a, OIIaTy MPUYUTAIOIINXCS EPEBO3UMKY TIATEKEH.

Informal translation:

It is not clear what is meant by reaching the destination. In addition, the
draft URL provides that the consignor may indicate another situation of]
transfer from him of the right to dispose of the goods. It can be assumed
that such an indication should be contained in the consignment note.
However, due to the fact that the URL consignment note has not been
approved at the moment, it is not possible to determine the procedure for
transmitting this instruction. The URL provisions of paragraph 1 of Article
15 for the carrier's activities will have negative consequences relating to
the violation of the method of his work, schedule, cargo direction flows,
affecting the delivery time, cargo quality, payment due to the carrier.

Switzerland -
[European The right of disposal of the goods was discussed intensively in past
Commission sessions. In its proposal (ECE/TRANS/SC.2/GEURL/2020/5) submitted at

the 22nd session, the Russian Federation did not provide any
laccompanying justification or evaluation for the proposed change.

Deutsche Bahn AG [The right of disposal of the goods has been discussed intensively in the
past. Why would it now be necessary to change art. 15 URL?

The proposal of the Russian Federation to give the consignor and thel
consignee the right to give the carrier instructions, respectively to the
contractual carrier and to the carrier who is delivering the goods within the|
borders of the country of destination, makes the URL highly complicated
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and bears the risk that the consignor and consignee might give conflicting]
instructions, to different carriers.

There might even be a gap regarding a successive carrier active out-side]
the borders of the country of destination.

Therefore, the changes to Art. 15 URL are not agreed.

Art. 15 URL should not be amended: to avoid contradictory instructions,
art. 15 URL provides that the right of disposal of the goods stays in one|
hand (of the consignor) until the right of disposal shall pass over to the
consignee (art. 15 § 2 URL: when the goods have reached the place of]
destination).

Art. 16 §§ 2 and 5 URL already provide the carrier with options in case an
instruction of the consignor could have a negative outcome for carrier’s
activity.

PKP CARGO SA

This is the subject of Art. 15 and Art. 16 URL.

It is only appropriate for the Group of Experts to consider the regulations
of Article 15, in order to achieve a reasonable consensus between its
current clauses and the proposed ones. Above all, it concerns the detailed
regulations.

CIT )According to the RUS proposal both the consignor and consignee would
have the right of disposal at the same time. That will lead to legal
uncertainty. We therefore do not see any necessity or usefulness to change
the existing Article 15 of URLCoC. See answer to question 5.

FIATA Concerns have been raised regarding the proposed language as the right of]

disposal of goods, as there may be contractual obligations should original
commitments not be met. If included, it should be clearly identified who
has responsibilities by the Incoterms of the contract.

Inputs for Question 18

Germany

This question should be answered by the railway undertakings.

IRussian Federation

Ha cerogHsliHuUN [€Hb TAaKUE IIEPEBO3KU OCYIIECTBISIOTCA C
[eperpy3Koil rpy30B U3 BarOHOB OJIHOM IIMPUHBI KOJIEU B BArOHBI APYTOil
[IUPUHBI KOJICW WM C IEperpy3koil BaroHOB Ha TENEKKH IPyroi
[IUPUHBI KOJIEHW, JHOO C WCIONBb30BAaHMEM TENIEXKEK C H3MEHEHHEM
[IMPUHBI KOJIEH.

Bonpoc TpebGyeT mosicHeHusl.
Informal translation:

Today, such transportation is carried out with the reloading of goods from
wagons of one gauge to wagons of a different gauge or with reloading of]
wagons onto bogies of a different gauge or using gauge-adjustable bogies.

The question requires clarification.

Switzerland -

IEuropean This is primarily for railway undertakings and their associations to reply.

Commission However, based on current knowledge and experience in the European
Union in regard to Euro-Asia rail freight traffic, it appears that
transshipment of cargo (handling technology) is the most cost-effective
method to deal with the gauge breaks.

Deutsche Bahn AG [We should use the limited time left to come to an agreement on the URL

rather than opening new discussions on new topics.
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PKP CARGO SA

1. The movement of wagons from one railways to another across gauge
breaks takes place:

- with a shift, when the wagon is shifted to bogies with a different gauge.
Bogies are provided by a hanging over carrier or by a receiving carrier. The
mode of delivery and return of the bogies is agreed upon by a hanging over
carrier and a receiving carrier. The wagons are shifted as agreed between
carriers at shifting points, equipped with the necessary technical
equipment, located at the stations of reconsignments points of railways
with gauges breaks.

- with the use of gauge changeover wheelsets and mixed couplings. The
conditions of running such wagons are agreed between the interested
railway undertakings and the wagon owner.

2. The handing over of wagons by one carrier to another takes place with
the transhipment of goods from wagons of one gauge to wagons of a
different gauge or without transhipment:

- without transhipment of goods - at the stations specified in the relevant
agreements. When handing over of wagons with gauge breaks, the wagons
with coupling are provided by the carrier carrying out the change of gauge,
unless the carriers agree otherwise.

- with transhipment of goods - at the stations of the receiving carrier.

In coordination with the carriers, the handing over of the wagons may take
place at the railway stations of the handing over carrier.

Due to the current conditions, the most common practice in the carriage of]
goods in which PKPC, RZD, UZ, BC are involved is the handing over of]
wagons for the purpose of transhipment of goods from wagons of one
gauge to wagons of a different gauge.

CIT INot a question for CIT
'We think transhipment of containers will be predominant, other methods
like change of boogies or transhipment of goods will remain an exception
for specific goods.

FIATA FIATA does not wish to provide comment on this question.

Inputs for Question 19

Germany

This question should be answered by the railway undertakings.

IRussian Federation

Ha ceromHsmHWi JOeHP TEPEBO3KM TPY30B OCYHICCTBISIIOTCA B
COOTBETCTBHUH C TIPEACTaBICHHBIMHU B OTBETE Ha Bompoc 18 cocobamu.

Bormpoc TpebyeT mosiCHeHHS.
Informal translation :

To date, the carriage of goods is done in accordance with the methods
presented in the answer to question 18.

The question requires clarification.

Switzerland -
IEuropean At this point in time, there is no indication that the current practice (see
Commission Q18) is problematic for the rapid transfer of goods transported by rail

across gauge breaks. The steady increase of volumes of goods transported
by rail between Europe and Asia supports the view that no major change
may be expected on this issue in the medium term.
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IDeutsche Bahn AG

'We should use the limited time left to come to an agreement on the URL
rather than opening new discussions on new topics.

PKP CARGO SA

The question is unclear. The movement of entire trains through the gauge
breaks is possible only with the use of gauge changeover wheelsets and
mixed couplings, which is not very realistic in the current conditions and
limitations.

CIT

FIATA

FIATA does not wish to provide comment on this question.

Inputs for Question 20

Germany

At the moment we do not see a need to harmonize law on the use of]
infrastructure. We are open to discuss this if a sufficient justification is
presented. Anyhow, such discussions and possible negotiations should be
separated from finalizing the Contract of Carriage convention.

IRussian Federation

Bormpoc TpebyeT mosiCHEeHHS.
Informal translation:

The question requires clarification.

Switzerland -

IEuropean It does not seem that there is an immediate need to harmonize the rules on|

Commission the use of infrastructure. However, if justified with supporting evidence,)
this could be envisaged at a second step of the URL initiative once the URL|
contract of carriage convention would be adopted.

Deutsche Bahn AG |Given the fact that the concrete URL was presented four years ago, we are

still a long way from a possible common law on the use of infrastructure.
Given the substantive, legal and institutional complexities, a step-by-step-
approach is necessary to move towards harmonization or unification of]
railway law.

'We should use the limited time left to come to an agreement on the URL
rather than opening new discussions on new topics.

PKP CARGO SA

Provided that it will be possible (although in the medium and long term it
should be considered very unlikely), the elaboration of a unified law to use
the infrastructure would be justified, e.g. in the case of enabling carriers to
obtain a license to carriage of goods on the networks of foreign railway
authorities, which could result in the launch of the so-called independent
transport using own traction (which might be applied in case of the EU
countries and it is not possible in case of the CIS railways)

CIT

There is a clear distinction between the transport law, which regulates the
relationship between carriers and their clients and at the most between the
carriers themselves and on the other hand the infrastructure law which
regulates the relationship between carriers and infrastructure managers. So,
creating a common infrastructure law is a different task which should be
started after the URLCoC has been set into force.

FIATA

FIATA does not wish to provide specific comment on this question.
However, FIATA supports a step-by-step approach in relation to the URL
and notes that any such work may take place at a later stage, should this be

considered necessary.
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Inputs for Question 21

Germany

This question should be answered by the railway undertakings.

IRussian Federation

[IpeameTom COTJIAlICHUS CJIKII SIBJISIFOTCS COTJIaCOBAHHBIE|
[PEKOMCHIAIIMN MEXKIYHAPOIHOTO IIaHA Pa3BUTHA U (DYHKIIMOHHUPOBAHUS
CETH BaKHEHIIINX JIMHUI MEXKTyHAPOIHBIX KOMOMHUPOBAHHBIX MIEPEBO30K]
M COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX OOBEKTOB, KOTOPBIC CTOPOHBI COTJIAIICHHS
HaMEpEeHbI OCYIIECTBUTH B pAMKaX CBOMX HAI[MOHAJbHBIX MPOTPaMM.

[Ipu 3TOM cOrNAlIEHHE HE PErTaMEHTHPYET BOMPOCHI OPraHU3alUH U]
OCYIIECTBIICHHST KOMOMHUPOBAHHBIX IIEPEBO30K B  MEXKIYHAPOIHOM|
COOOIIECHUN.

[Ipu 3TOM BOIpOC TPeOyeT TOMOTHUTEIBHBIX OSCHCHHH.
Informal translation:

The objective of the AGTC Agreement is a coordinated international plan
for the development and operation of a network of the important
international combined transport lines and related facilities, which the
parties to the agreement intend to implement within the framework of their
national programs.

At the same time, the agreement does not regulate the organization and
implementation of combined transport in international traffic.

Moreover, the question requires additional clarification.

Switzerland -

[European Existing international agreements like the AGTC may indeed play a more

Commission significant role in facilitating the carriage of cargo between Europe and
Asia. This is one of the objectives of the “EATL” project
(operationalization phase) managed under the umbrella of UNECE.

IDeutsche Bahn AG |Given the fact that the concrete URL was presented four years ago, we are

still a long way from a possible common law on the use of infrastructure.
Given the substantive, legal and institutional complexities, a step-by-step-
approach is necessary to move towards harmonization or unification of]
railway law.

'We should use the limited time left to come to an agreement on the URL
rather than opening new discussions on new topics.

PKP CARGO SA

As the AGTC Agreement defines the issues in the form of]
recommendations, it can be hoped that the URL, once introduced, will be
of much greater practical importance to facilitate cargo carriage between
[Europe and Asia. Especially, if it is related to the standardization of]
infrastructure and rolling stock and additionally equipped with digital tools
(see point 22). Only this global approach can guarantee the expected effect
of facilitating cargo carriage.

CIT

IAGTC Agreement is under the auspice of the UNECE.

FIATA

FIATA does not wish to provide comment on this question.

Inputs for Question 22

Germany

Digitalization of documents” can mean very different things. Experience
from other for a (e.g. the Digital Transport and Logistics Forum hosted by
the European Commission) shows that there is no “one size fits all”
approach. The persons drawing up the documents, the purposes for which

the documents are used, the persons who are entitled to see the documents
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and the way how documents are handled are very different for each specific
document.

The current text of the URL already addresses and covers electronic
communication appropriately.

We should not at this point in time start general discussions on
digitalization in the rail sector.

IRussian Federation

Bormpoc TpeOyeT mosiCHeHHS.
Informal translation:

The question requires clarification.

Switzerland -

IEuropean This issue (digitalization of documents in cargo carriage by rail) is not

Commission directly relevant to the finalization of the URL contract of carriage
convention mandated by the ToR of the GEURL.

Deutsche Bahn AG  [First of all, we should use the limited time left to come to an agreement on

the URL rather than opening new discussions on new topics.

Given the current situation, it is very likely that the market demands
prioritise unified/common provisions for digitalisation of documents in
cargo carriage by rail over laws for the use of wagons/rolling stock and
infrastructure.

Art. 5 § 4 URL already anticipated the possibility of a digitalised
consignment note.

PKP CARGO SA

Both, unified/common provisions for digitalization of documents in cargo
carriage as well as laws for the use of wagons/rolling stock and
infrastructure are important. However, the development of the practice
alluded in the previous question depends more on the infrastructure
regulations and its progress.

From PKP CARGO’s point of view, it is essential to establish a template
of the consignment note as well as instructions for its use. Also significant
is the fact related to the digitalization of carriage documents. Even
relatively fast software does not yet guarantee data exchange with other
carriers (individual agreements and arrangements are necessary).
Establishing unified/common provisions for digitalization of documents in
cargo carriage as soon as possible will allow for the preparation of the
software implementation process for URL.

CIT The existing URLCoC is sufficient because it already provides a legal basis
for both: paper and electronic/digitalized communication; see URL Article
5§ 4.

FIATA FIATA does not wish to provide specific comment on this question. On a

general note, however, FIATA considers it important to ensure a legal
framework that supports negotiable transport documents in rail carriage,
and their digital versions, in a manner that ensures the seamless interchange
between different modes of transport.

Inputs for Question 23

Germany

IRussian Federation

TexHHUeCKH KOMILJICKC, BKJ'IIO‘-Ia}OIIII/Iﬁ B cebs KCJIC3HOAOPOKHBIC ITYTU
06mero MOJIb30BAHMA, KECJIC3HOAOPOIKHBIC CTAHIIUU, UHBIC COOPYKCHHUS U
YCTPOﬁCTBa, 06CCHC‘II/IB3IOHII/IG q)yHKIlI/IOHI/II)OBaHI/Ie 9TOI'0 KOMIIJICKCA, C
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MCIIOJIb30BAHMEM KOTOPOrO MEPEBO3YMKH OCYLIECTBISIOT I[EPEBO3KU
rpy30B.

Informal translation:

A technical complex that includes public railways, railway stations, other
structures and devices that ensure the functioning of this complex, with the
use of which carriers carry out the transport of goods.

Switzerland -

IEuropean Reference to answer in Q20

Commission

Deutsche Bahn AG [We should use the limited time left to come to an agreement on the URL

rather than opening new discussions on new topics.

PKP CARGO SA

Infrastructure (railway infrastructure) — elements which form part of rail,
siding or another railroad, or intended to be managed, the carriage of]
passengers or goods, and their maintenance.

CIT

FIATA

FIATA does not wish to provide comment on this question.

Inputs for Question 24

Germany

IRussian Federation

Borpoc TpebyeT mosiCHEeHHS.
Informal translation:

The question requires clarification.

Switzerland -

IEuropean Reference to answer in Q20

Commission

Deutsche Bahn AG  [We should use the limited time left to come to an agreement on the URL

rather than opening new discussions on new topics.

PKP CARGO SA

\Among others:

- signal boxes, railway traffic control devices, including safety devices,
signalling and telecommunication installations on the route at the stations
and marshalling yards;

- lighting systems for railway traffic and safety;

- plants for transforming and distributing of electricity for the purpose of]
power supply;

CIT

FIATA

FIATA does not wish to provide comment on this question.

Inputs for Question 25

Germany

IRussian Federation

Marepuansl 1 o0OpyaoBaHWE, NpUMEHsEMble Ha  OOBEKTax
MHQPAacTPYKTypsl HE JOJDKHBI  HPEMSTCTBOBATH  OCYIIECTBIICHHUIO
OecnpensaTCTBEHHOr0 M 0€30MacHOr0 KypCHPOBAHUS NAaCCAKUPCKUX M
PY30BBIX MOE370B B PSIMOM MEXyHapOIHOM COOOIICHUH.
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'YTIpaBJsIFOIIHiA  JKEIe3HOJOPOXKHON HHPPACTPYKTYpOH JODKEH HMETh
yCTpoHicTBa, oOecrieunBaromue ee (pyHKIIMOHNPOBAHUE, TOAACPKAHNAEC T
KOHTPOJIb 32 €€ HCIIPABHBIM COCTOSTHHUEM.

'YcTpoiicTBa M COOpPYXKEHHUS KEJIE3HOJOPOXKHBIX BOK3QJIOB, CTaHIIHM,
MOCaIOYHBIX IUIAT(GOPM MOJDKHBI 00ecredrBaTh OOCITYy)KHBAHHE JIHI]
CTpaJIaloITNX JUTUTEIbHBIMHA OTpaHUYCHUSIMHU (usnueckoro,
MEHTAJILHOTO, TICHXUIECKOT0, YMCTBEHHOTO WJIM CEHCOPHOTO XapakTepa,
KOTOpBIC TIPYU HATMIHH MHOTOUYHCIICHHBIX TPErpaj MOTYT 3aTPYIHUTH UX
MMOJIHOTICHHOE YYacTHe B KU3HU 0OIeCTBa Ha PAaBHOW OCHOBE C APYTHUMHU.

Informal translation:

Materials and equipment used at infrastructure facilities should not
interfere with the seamless and safe operation of passenger and freight
trains in direct international traffic.

The railway infrastructure manager must have devices to ensure its
functioning, maintenance and control over its good condition.

The devices and structures of railway stations, stations, landing platforms
should provide services to persons suffering from long-term physical,
mental, psychical, intellective or sensory disabilities, which, in the
presence of numerous obstacles, may impede their full participation in
society on an equal basis with others.

Switzerland -

IEuropean Reference to answer in Q20

Commission

Deutsche Bahn AG [We should use the limited time left to come to an agreement on the URL

rather than opening new discussions on new topics.

PKP CARGO SA

In Poland (§15 of REGULATION OF THE MINISTER OF
INFRASTRUCTURE AND CONSTRUCTION of April 7, 2017 on the
provision of railway infrastructure):

- license for carriage of passengers, carriage of goods, providing of traction
services;

- safety certificate;

- the carrier's declaration that in order to perform cargo carriage it will use
rolling stock that meets the safety requirements for railway traffic;

- agreement with the Infrastructure Manager for the use of capacity

CIT That depends on national legislation. Regarding the EU Member States see
the EU regulation
FIATA FIATA does not wish to provide comment on this question, noting that this

will likely vary depending on the specific jurisdiction.

Inputs for Question 26

Germany

IRussian Federation

Bormpoc TpebyeT mosiCHEeHHS.
Informal translation:

The question requires clarification.

Switzerland
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IEuropean Reference to answer in Q20
Commission
Deutsche Bahn AG [We should use the limited time left to come to an agreement on the URL

rather than opening new discussions on new topics.

PKP CARGO SA

CIT

FIATA

FIATA does not wish to provide comment on this question.

Inputs for Question 27

Germany

IRussian Federation

Bonpoc TpedyeT mosicHeHusI.
Informal translation:

The question requires clarification.

Switzerland By state

IEuropean Reference to answer in Q20

Commission

Deutsche Bahn AG  [We should use the limited time left to come to an agreement on the URL

rather than opening new discussions on new topics.

PKP CARGO SA

In Poland, these are both elements: in accordance with the laws and
agreements

CIT That depends on national legislation. Regarding the EU Member States see
the EU regulation; according to the EU regulation both elements are
needed.

FIATA FIATA does not wish to provide comment on this question, noting that this|

will likely vary depending on the specific jurisdiction.
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