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The 39th Session of the Sub-Committee of Experts on the Transport of Dangerous Goods (UNSCOE TDG)

June 20 – June 24, 2011
Meeting Summary
Note:  This is the first of the TDG Sub-Committee's four meetings held during the 2011-2012 biennium.  The purpose of this meeting is to consider amendments to the UN Recommendations on the Transport of Dangerous Goods, also known as the “UN Model Regulations".  The amendments agreed to by the Sub-Committee during this biennium will be submitted for final consideration and approval at the 6th session of the UN Committee of Experts on the Transport of Dangerous Goods and on the Globally Harmonized System of Classification and Labelling of Chemicals to be held in December, 2011. Once approved by the Committee, the amendments will be incorporated into the 18th Revised Edition of the UN Model Regulations and will be considered for adoption within the IMDG Code and ICAO TI from January 1, 2015.

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1UN papers may be obtained from the UN Transport Division website at:  http://www.unece.org/trans/main/dgdb/dgsubc/c32011.html 
Visit the website of the Office of Hazardous Materials Safety’s Director of International Standards at: http://www.phmsa.dot.gov/hazmat/regs/international for pertinent information relative to the office’s international activities including: Schedules of International Meetings, The UN Committee and Sub-Committee of Experts on the Transport of Dangerous Goods, the International Atomic Energy Agency, the International Maritime Organization’s Dangerous Goods, Solid Cargoes and Containers (DSC) Sub-Committee, the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) Dangerous Goods Panel, the European Agreements Concerning the International Carriage of Dangerous Goods by Road (ADR) and Rail (RID), and the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) Hazardous Materials Land Transportation Standards Sub-Committee.

	Paper #
	Paper Title/Summary
	U.S. Positions, Meeting Notes & Decision


	1

Related Papers:
Inf.50
	Miscellaneous proposals of amendments to the Model Regulations on the Transport of Dangerous Goods: portable tanks (Spain) This paper proposes to change the last sentence of paragraph 6.7.2.15.1 to limit the cross sectional area of the openings of the protective device for portable tanks and to add an example indicating what is considered a protective device which deflects the flow of vapor.
The following text is proposed for 6.7.2.15.1:

“6.7.2.15.1 (…) Protective devices which deflect the flow of vapour, as for example the protective metal housing for being locked in closed position, on top of the shell, are permissible provided the required relief device capacity is not reduced. However, the cross-sectional area of the openings of the protective devices shall not be less than the total sectional-cross flow area of the pressure relief system.”
A consequential transitional measure, proposed as followed, is proposed to be added in 4.2.6:

“Portable tanks intended for the transport of substances of Class 1 and Classes 3 to 9, manufactured before 1 January 2014, need not comply with the requirements indicated in the last sentence of paragraph 6.7.2.15.1 as regards the cross-sectional area.”
	U.S. Position:  We do not support this proposal.  While we understand Spain’s concerns, the current provisions of the Model Regulations already require that protective devices which deflect the flow of vapor not reduce the required relief-device capacity (see 6.7.2.15.1).  Specifying the cross-sectional area of the protective device openings must not be less than that of the PRD is not viewed as necessary.  If Spain’s proposal is adopted we note in addition that a transition period in 4.2.6 would not be appropriate as it would imply that a lower total flow area that could reduce the relief capacity is acceptable for protective devices on tanks built before 1 January 2014.
Result: The proposal was not adopted.

	2
Related Papers:

Inf.49
	Proposal of harmonization for the transport of dangerous goods by sea and by road (Spain) This paper proposes to change the text in 7.1.3.3.1, regarding structurally serviceable large containers, in order to reconcile differences in the ADR and IMDG code.  
The following text is proposed for 7.1.3.3.1:

“Freight containers, road vehicles and rail wagon shall not be offered for the transport of explosive substances and articles of dangerous goods, excepting the goods of Class 1, Division 1.4, unless the freight container, road vehicle or rail wagon is structurally serviceable as witnessed by a current International Convention (…)”.

Consequently, the title in 7.1.3.3 shall also be amended to say:

“Transport of explosives dangerous goods in freight containers, road vehicles and rail wagons”.

	U.S. Position:  We do not support the application of structural serviceability requirements to containers used for all types of dangerous goods.  We would support an amendment to limit the applicability of the requirement to Class 1 other than Division 1.4, consistent with the provisions of the U.S. HMR and the IMDG code.  The HMR and IMDG code only applies the requirement to vessel transportation of explosives in other than Division 1.4.
Result:  The proposal was not adopted. Spain will present an informal paper at the next ADR meeting on this topic.  

	3

Related

Papers
Inf.56
	Packing instruction P906 (Switzerland) This paper proposes to amend packing instruction P906 paragraphs (1) and (2) to include the applicability language “For transformers, condensers and other devices.”  As currently written P906 authorizes packagings that comply with packing instructions P001 or P002, for liquids and solids containing or contaminated with polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) or poly-halogenated biphenyls or terphenyls.  The current wording of the packing instruction would thus seem to prohibit “devices” from using packagings that comply with packing instructions P001 or P002.  This paper proposes new language providing “devices” containing PCBs the ability to utilize P001 and P002.
	U.S. Position: We support this proposal in principle.  We are considering whether the amendment could be handled more simply for example by adding the option of using P001/P002 packagings to P906 para (2).
Result: The proposal was adopted with minor editorial changes proposed in Inf. 56.

	4
	Amendment to Packing Instruction P404 (ICCA) This paper proposes to amend packing instruction P404 (pyrophoric solids) to allow a number of additional packaging options consistent with those authorized in P400 (pyrophoric liquids).  Specifically, ICCA proposes to authorize combination packagings with metal intermediate packagings and with glass inner packagings for Pyrophoric solid substances.  Additionally this paper proposes to allow the use of 1G and 4G outer packagings for pyrophoric solid substances.
	U.S. Position: We support this proposal.  Currently, for pyrophoric solids, the US HMR permits the use of 1G and 4G outer packagings provided the completed combination package includes inner metal receptacles which have a positive means of closure and meet certain quantity limitations.  We feel this proposal provides an equivalent level of safety to the current US HMR.
Result:  The proposal was adopted with amendments. 


	5

Related Paper:

Inf. 38 and Inf.48
	Descriptions of labels, placards, symbols, markings and marks (United Kingdom) This paper presents proposals for detailed editorial amendments to remove ambiguities from the descriptions of labels symbols, markings and marks to facilitate the easier adherence and enforcement of Dangerous Goods regulations. This paper is based a paper previously presented by the UK (ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2010/62).
This paper also incorporates changes to the stacking marking proposed in a previous meeting by Sweden (ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2010/59). 
	U.S. Position: We are not opposed to considering clarification of existing requirements and editorial modifications but question whether the proposed amendments that add new requirements are appropriate in all cases.  Our specific comments on each proposal are as follows:
Proposal 1:  This proposal is largely editorial in nature however; we note that the UK specifies a 2 mm thickness for the minimum width of the line forming the diamond even when the dimensions are reduced.  We question whether this is necessary.
Proposal 2:  We question whether it is necessary to specify the mark shall be in the form of a square provided the minimum dimensions are met.
Proposal 3:  We question whether it is necessary to specify the minimum width of the line forming the diamond “2 mm” for packages and “5 mm” for CTUs.
Proposal 4:  We support this proposal.
Proposal 5:  We are not convinced that it is necessary to specify a minimum thickness of 2 mm for the width of the label border.  We are not aware of any problems with the application of the existing requirements which are not as specific in this regard.  We can support the remaining editorial amendments.
Proposal 6:  We are not convinced that it is necessary to specify a minimum thickness of 5 mm for the width of the placard border.  We are not aware of any problems with the application of the existing requirements which are not as specific in this regard.  We can support the remaining editorial amendments.
Proposal 7:  We support proposal 6 as the preferred option to proposal 7.
Proposal 8:  We are not aware of any problems encountered in practice with the use of the elevated temperature substances mark however; the proposed amendments appear to be of a clarifying nature and do not impose any new requirements.
Proposal 9:  We are not convinced that it is necessary to specify the minimum thickness of the outer line of the fumigant marking.  In addition, we question whether the 25 mm minimum height proposed for the lettering is appropriate.
Proposal 10:  The proposed amendments to the IBC and large packaging stacking load symbols are editorial in nature and we support the proposed amendments. 
Result:  UK was not yet seeking adoption, only comments for formal submission at the next session. The Sub-committee suggested submitting comments to the UK in writing for a future formal proposal.  

	6
	Amendments to the Guiding Principles-Packaging (United Kingdom) This paper proposes changes to the Guiding Principles-Packaging Part 4 (Section 4.1), which explains the rationale behind the development of the packing instructions. The United Kingdom believes that the Guiding Principles is a living document which requires amendment from time to time to reflect changes in the Model Regulations. The United Kingdom has taken the opportunity to make some editorial changes to make the text easier to understand.
	U.S. Position: We support enhancing the guiding principles and note that the UK intends to continue refining the draft text presented.
Result: Submit written comments so the UK may develop proposal for future sessions.  

	7

Related 

Papers

Inf.40 
	Vibration tests for IBCs over 1,500 kg gross mass carrying liquids (United Kingdom) United Kingdom has identified problems, such as prohibitive cost of such test, concerning the provisions for vibration tests for IBCs over 1500 l/kg carrying liquids in Chapter 6.5 of the Model Regulations. At this stage no firm proposals are made but it is suspected from discussions with other experts that other members of the Sub-Committee are encountering similar problems.
This discussion paper provides three potential options regarding the Vibration tests requirements for IBCs over 1,500 kg gross mass carrying liquids. The possible solutions include removing the requirement for a vibration test from Chapter 6.5, retaining a vibration test for smaller IBCs (up to 1 500 kg) or including a requirement that states IBCs not suitable for stacking are exempted, shall be marked accordingly and should not be required to undertake vibration testing.
If a modification to Chapter 6.5 is agreed the United Kingdom will make a formal proposal at the next session of the Sub-Committee. 
	U.S. Position: Our position is that the vibration test is a pivotal test for identifying design issues and ensuring the integrity of the IBC.  While the UK is not asking for a decision to be taken at this session, we are not convinced sufficient supporting information has been provided to justify any of the three initial options put forward for the Sub-Committee’s consideration.  The UK has provided no specific data to show why the vibration test is not appropriate for IBCs over 1,500 kg gross mass.  In relation to the proposal that IBCs not tested simply be prohibited from being stacked, there is no direct correlation between the ability of the IBC to pass the vibration test and its ability to be stacked.
Result:  This proposal was withdrawn. 


	8
	Assignment of Packing Group I substances to various UN entries. Differences between the UN Model Regulations and RID/ADR/ADN (United Kingdom) This paper asks that the Sub-Committee consider what packaging group UN numbers 1169, 1197, 1266, 1286 and 1287 should be assigned.
At the March 2011 session of the RID/ADR/ADN Joint Meeting, the Government of the United Kingdom submitted document ECE/TRANS/WP.15/AC.1/2011/14 drawing attention to differences between the United Nations Model Regulations and RID/ADR/ADN. RID/ADR/ADN allows the assignment of Packing Group I to UN numbers 1169, 1197, 1266, 1286 and 1287 (“Extracts, aromatic, liquid,” “Extracts, flavoring, liquid,” “Perfumery products with flammable solvents,” “Rosin oil” and “Rubber solution”) where as the Model Regulations does not.  
In order to align with the Model Regulations and create modal harmonization the Joint Meeting therefore felt that this issue should be first raised at the Sub-Committee of Experts on the Transport of Dangerous Goods. 
	U.S. Position: We are not opposed to considering the addition of PG I entries provided the provisions adopted do not afford additional relaxation from the requirements set forth in the guiding principles appropriate to the Class/Subsidiary Risk and PG assigned.  However, we note that the entries in question are afforded additional relief not normally provided to similarly classed materials (e.g. a higher limited quantity amount etc.).   
Result: The proposal was not adopted. 

	9
	Limited quantity limit for asbestos of UN 2212 and UN 2590 (United Kingdom) This paper proposes to modify the limited quantity amount for UN 2590 asbestos from “0 kg” to “5 kg.”  United Kingdom believes it is important that small quantities of material can be removed from sites for analysis and that therefore there should be a limited quantity for the packing group III entry.
	U.S. Position: We support this proposal.
Result:  This proposal was adopted.

	10

Related Papers:
INF.32 and 

INF.46 
	Amendments to the proper shipping name for UN 1263 (Republic of Korea)  This paper proposes to amend the proper shipping name for UN 1263 be limited to “Paint related material” effectively eliminating the entry for paint.  Paint consists of mainly three elements which are resin, pigment and solvent.  Thinning compound (paint related material) consists of solvent as well. Thus under the same UN entry, there is no difference between PAINT and PAINT RELATED MATERIAL on the matter of transport requirements by the Model Regulations on the Transport of Dangerous Goods. 
	U.S. Position: We do not support removing the existing proper shipping name for “paint”.  However we agree it is unnecessary to require a consignment of packages containing both “paint” and “paint related materials” in the same outer package to be assigned both proper shipping names.  We submitted an informal document proposing to authorize either name be used in the event of packages containing both paint and paint related material.
Result:  The changes recommended in informal paper 46 by the U.S. were adopted.

	11

Related Papers
Inf.12
	Packagings with a capacity exceeding 450 liters – 6.1.1.1 (e) (Austria & Germany) This paper proposes to modify the requirements for construction and testing of packages by amending  6.1.1.1 (e) to read as follows:
(e) Single packagings for liquids with a capacity exceeding 450 litres.

According to the paper there are many existing packagings, especially for articles, which are not designed for mechanical handling and have a capacity of more than 450 litres.  Marking these packages as boxes and not large packagings will ensure a more stringent testing procedure.  There is no safety risk, because the articles are tested with these packagings.
	U.S. Position: We believe that the capacity of the packaging, not the intended use (i.e. designed for mechanical handling) should be the determining factor in deciding how a packaging is characterized.  The U.S. is content with the original proposal and recognizes that further work needs to be done on corresponding text throughout the regulations.  The U.S. agrees in principle but recommends that the implications on hazard communications.  US also prefers to not limit this change to single packagings.
Result:  Germany and Austria have taken comments and will submit with a new proposal at next session.

	12
	Prevention of dangerous electrostatic discharge (Germany)
In this paper it is proposed that the stipulation provided for IBCs in 4.1.2.1 of the additional general provisions for the use of IBCs be expanded to all packagings transporting liquids with a flash point of 60 °C (closed-cup) or lower, or for powders liable to dust explosion.   Specifically 4.1.2.1 states that “when IBCs are used for the transport of liquids with a flash point of 60 °C (closed-cup) or lower, or for powders liable to dust explosion, measures shall be taken to prevent a dangerous electrostatic discharge.”
Although single packagings for liquids and solids can reach a maximum 450 liters, nearly half the capacity of a standard IBC (1000 liters), the effect of the explosion of vapour or dust does not depend on the amount of transported liquid or solid (powder) but on the amount and concentration of free vapour or dust.  There is currently no regulation for preventing dangerous electrostatic discharge when using packagings according to 6.1 and this paper proposes to remedy that.
	U.S. Position: We are not in favor of this proposal as we are not convinced this proposal is entirely necessary for all packagings.  We are concerned with the implication of grounding packages in transport. 
Result:  The proposal was not adopted. Germany may submit a revised proposal in the future.

	13

Related Papers:
Inf.54
	Mass of Salvage Packagings (Germany) This paper proposes to add a note following the testing requirements for salvage packaging clarifying that the tare mass of the placed, damaged, defective or leaking packaging(s) and the mass of the padding and absorption material for securing the placed packaging should be part of the tare mass of the salvage packaging.  This change is designed to align the testing requirements for salvage packagings with the definition provided for a salvage packaging provided in Chapter 6.1.  
	U.S. Position: We do not support this proposal.  It appears this proposal is designed to clarify existing requirements for the transport of salvage packagings however; as written, the note, does not add sufficient value and may actually diminish the clarity of current regulatory text. 
Result:  The proposal was not adopted. Germany will work with Belgium on a revised proposal in the future.  

	14
	New proper shipping name for asymmetric capacitors (Japan)
This paper proposes the addition of a new proper shipping name and corresponding provisions for asymmetric capacitors.  Demand for applications utilizing renewable energy and energy recovery systems are growing rapidly.  In response to this demand asymmetric capacitors have been developed and commercialized recently. As a result of this increasing utilization of asymmetric capacitors, a new proper shipping name and specific provisions for transport of asymmetric capacitors are needed.  This paper details the applications and risks of these asymmetric capacitors.
The Sub-Committee, at its thirty-eighth session, considered informal document INF.10 submitted by the expert from Japan proposing to establish a new proper shipping name for lithium ion capacitors. This paper was prepared based on the previous proposal in informal document INF.10, taking into account comments provided in informal document INF.33 submitted by the expert from France and those received intersessionally from the representative of the KiloFarad International.
	U.S. Position: The US has a number of questions regarding the paper.  As described in the paper, “Asymmetric Capacitor” is an electrochemical device with three potential hazards: electrical, chemical and electro-chemical. We need to know more about how these potential hazards could occur in transport environments.  Asymmetric capacitors must be transported “in charged state”, how it is different from other batteries, particularly Lithium Ion Battery?  Capacitors are damaged if they were discharged below certain voltage. What kind of damage(s) is done? Do damaged capacitors pose additional hazards? What are the new hazards and how can they be prevented from happening in transport? By the same token, could the capacitors be over-charged and damaged?  Are free flowing flammable liquids present in the capacitor? Is the flammable hazard similar to those flammable liquids contained in a sealed can? How is it assured that “Thermal Runaway” hazards could not happen?  The paper proposes to subject these capacitors for certain integrity (like drop test) and electrical (external short circuit) tests as well as requiring certain safety devices be built in the capacitors. Should the existing testing requirements for Lithium Ion Batteries be used instead of creating new ones?  US open to new classification scheme for electric hazards.  
Result:  Japan proposed to answer the questions raised in the form of a paper to be presented in the next session.

	15

Related Papers:
Inf.13 
	Transport of Damaged Lithium Batteries (Germany) This paper proposes the addition of two new proper shipping names and entries into the dangerous goods list for  LITHIUM METAL BATTERIES (including lithium alloy batteries), DAMAGED and LITHIUM ION BATTERIES, (including lithium ion polymer batteries), DAMAGED.   This paper proposes the use of packaging instruction P 099 for damaged batteries.  Furthermore, this paper proposes the addition of a special provision, defining what is to be considered a damaged lithium battery. The scope of the proposal is limited to damaged batteries with a gross mass of more than 500 g, because especially larger batteries raise concerns and there seems to be a regulatory gap when addressing these type of damaged batteries.  Furthermore provisions on the transport of used smaller batteries exist at least for land transport.
At the thirty-seventh session of the Sub-Committee in June 2010 the expert from Germany submitted two documents on the transport of used or damaged lithium batteries (documents ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2010/7 and UN/SCETDG/37/INF.56). The issue was further discussed during a workshop on the transport of waste (used) lithium batteries and damaged/defective lithium batteries organized by PRBA, RECHARGE and EBRA (UN/SCETDG/38/INF.22).  This paper continues this discussion.
	US Position:  We support efforts to improve the regulatory provisions to better address the transport of damaged lithium batteries but are reviewing the specific conditions proposed to determine their adequacy.  
Result:  Papers will be submitted in future sessions based on discussion of the working group.

	16

Related 

Papers:

Inf.62

	Marking on gas cylinders (EIGA) This paper proposes to modify the marking section requiring a minimum size for the marking of the UN number on packages to allow pressure receptacles to utilize a 6 mm marking as opposed to the 12 mm marking.  This modification will ensure pressure receptacles are labeled on the cylinder shoulder as required by 6.2.2.7.5.
	US Position: We support this proposal.  We are receptive to the reduced size marking on pressure receptacles consistent with the HMR.
Result: An amended proposal was considered (see INF.62) and the proposal was adopted 


	17
	Marking of the date of manufacture with packagings of types 1H and 3H (ICPP) This paper proposes an alternate method to mark the date of manufacture for packagings of types 1H and 3H.  The use of a clock showing the month and the year of manufacture for packaging types 1H and 3H has become established and was practiced with and without the admission of national competent authorities. This paper proposes that 6.1.3.1 (e) be modified to permit the use this commonly used industry marking. 
	US Position:  We support the alternative marking allowing the year to be shown in the center of the marking.
Result:  There was general support for this proposal and the proposal will be re-submitted in the next session based on feedback.

	18

Related 

Papers: 

Inf.39, Inf.61 and
Inf.63
	Application of the air LQ mark (DGAC) This paper proposes to clarify the conditions in which the “Y” limited quantity mark may be placed on a package not intended for air transport.  Specifically this paper proposes to revise 3.4.8 to clarify when the “Y” LQ Mark may be applied on packages not intended for air transport by adding a new sentence at the end of the current text, as follows:
“A package not consigned for air transport may bear the marking in Figure 3.4.2 provided it is in conformity with the provisions of the Part 3, Chapter 4 of the ICAO Technical Instructions on the Safe Transport of Dangerous Goods except those pertaining to labeling and marking.”
A similar paper was also presented to the ICAO working group.
	US Position:  We support the intent of this proposal.  We would like to ensure the text does not imply a requirement that “Y” markings be removed for other than air transport.   
Result: An amended proposal was developed during a lunchtime working group (see INF.63) and the proposal was adopted 


	19

Related Papers:
Inf.59
	Packing Instruction P 602 (DGAC) In this paper, DGAC proposes to revise P 602(2) to authorize packages described under US regulations and in so doing eliminate the need for transport under alternative packaging requirements. Certain materials re-classed as Division 6.1 Packing Group I substances are required to be packaged in accordance with P 602.  The packagings required under U.S.  regulations easily met the previously authorized P001 for these Division 6.1 Packing Group I substances. The provisions in P 602 differ somewhat from the provisions in U.S.  regulations. As such the packagings, including extensive inventories of reusable packagings, may only be transported internationally under the alternative packaging provisions in 4.1.3.7 which includes approval by the competent authority.  DGAC proposes to revise P 602(2) to authorize packages described under US regulations and in so doing eliminate the need for transport under alternative packaging requirements.

	U.S. Position:  We do not support this proposal.  While the US HMR authorizes an inner packaging system consistent with what is proposed for addition to P601/602 (i.e. a glass or plastic inner surrounded by absorbent and cushioning material in a metal or plastic intermediate), specific performance criteria are associated with this authorization.  Specifically, the inner packaging system must pass the drop test, leakproofness test, and hydrostatic pressure test at the PG I level.  We do not agree that the proposed packaging authorization provides for an equivalent level of safety in comparison to the present HMR requirements.  Irrespective of the requirements of the HMR, the proposed packaging authorization reduces the level of safety provided by the provisions of P601/602 which currently require a metal inner in all cases.  
Result:  An amended proposal was developed by the working group (see INF.59) and the proposal was adopted

	20
	Classification of Class 3 viscous liquids in packing group III (IATA) In this paper, IATA revisits a paper submitted at the thirty-eighth session of the Sub-Committee (ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2010/46).  Based on the very limited response to the request for comment on the issues raised the proposals in this paper follow closely that originally submitted in paper 2010/46, but with revisions based on comments received and the concerns raised by CEPE in informal document INF.6.  
The basic issue remains that there are inconsistencies between the relevant text in the Model Regulations in paragraphs 2.3.2.2 to 2.3.2.5 and that in paragraphs 32.3.1.6 and 32.3.1.7 in the Manual of Tests and Criteria regarding the properties of the viscous substance, such as paints, enamels, lacquers, varnishes, adhesives and polishes with a flash point of less than 23°C that may be assigned to packing group III or any separated solvent.
	US Position:  We agree in principle that the related text in the Model Regulations and the Test Manual should be consistent.  Of note is an inconsistency in the application of a 450 L volumetric limit as it applies in the Test Manual and in the UN Model Regulations.  The Test Manual applies the limit as a part of the criteria for including PG II flammable liquids in PG III based on their viscosity (see 32.3.1.7(d)), whereas the Model Regulations apply the limit somewhat differently i.e. as part of the criteria for complete exclusion from Class 3 of certain viscous substances (see 2.3.2.5).  We note that the ICAO TI, IMDG Code, and HMR impose a more restrictive limit (not more than 30L) in the case of reclassification from PG II to PG III.  We invite comments with respect to the value of these limits in both scenarios as we consider the implications of this proposal.
Result: The proposal was adopted. Further contact will be made with modal organizations about capacity limit revisions.  

	21
	Special Provision 310: Packagings for large prototype and low production lithium batteries (PBRA) In this paper, The Rechargeable Battery Association (PBRA) revisits paper 74 that was presented at the 38th Session of the Sub-Committee of Experts on the Transport of Dangerous Goods (ECOSOC TDG).  PBRA notes that although no decision was taken on paper 74 there was support for the following aspects of the paper.  
(a) Authorization to offer for transport prototype and low production lithium ion and lithium metal cells and batteries contained in equipment.  

(b) Authorization to offer for transport “large” prototype and low production lithium ion and lithium metal batteries, battery assemblies and equipment containing such batteries or battery assemblies in strong outer packagings not required to meet Packing Group I packaging standards as prescribed in Chapter 6.1 of the Model Regulations.

In this document, PRBA offers revised proposals concerning these points which take account of comments offered by the Sub-Committee in its prior discussions. Also proposed are several editorial changes to Special Provision 310 to improve clarity.

In this paper, PRBA proposes to amend Special Provision 310 as shown below:

310
The testing requirements in Chapter 38.3 of the Manual of Tests and Criteria do not apply to production runs consisting of not more than 100 lithium ion or lithium metal cells and batteries, or to preproduction prototype cells and batteries when these prototypes are transported for testing or analysis if (including for product evaluation purposes). Prototype and low production cells and batteries, and equipment containing such cells and batteries, shall be packed as follows: 

(a) 
Except as provided in paragraph (c), the cells, and batteries or equipment shall are be transported in an outer packaging that is a metal, plastics or plywood drum or a metal, plastics or wooden box and that meets the criteria for packing group I packagings; and 

(b)
Except as provided in paragraph (c), each cell, and battery, or item of equipment is shall be individually packed in an inner packaging inside an outer packaging.  Cells, batteries and equipment shall be and is surrounded by cushioning material that is non-combustible, and non-conductive and protected from short circuits.

(c)
Prototype or low production batteries with a mass of 35 kg or greater, or equipment containing such batteries, may be packed in the following manner in packagings not meeting the requirements of Part 6 of these Regulations:

(i)
The battery or equipment containing such battery shall be placed in a rigid metal, plastics, wood (natural or reconstituted) or plywood inner packaging of adequate thickness and strength in relation to its capacity and intended use, and in which the battery or equipment containing such battery is secured so as to prevent movement that could lead to damage of the battery or equipment;

(ii)
The inner packaging shall be placed in a rigid metal, plastics, wood (natural or reconstituted) or plywood outer packaging of adequate thickness and strength in relation to its capacity and intended use, and isolated from the outer packaging by shock absorber blocks;

(iii)
Non-flammable, absorbent cushioning material shall be placed between the inner and outer packaging, or in the inner packaging, in a quantity sufficient to prevent any accidental leakage from the outer packaging; and

(iv)
No more than one battery or item of equipment shall be placed in each outer packaging.

The battery or equipment shall be protected against short circuits.
	US Position:  We recognize the importance of establishing appropriate requirements for the transportation of low production/large prototype batteries and are supportive of efforts to ensure that the development of new technologies is not unnecessarily impeded.  However, we are not convinced that the proposed non-specification packaging for batteries exceeding 35 kg gross mass is appropriate.  The current packaging requirements ensure that the packaging meets the PG I performance criteria and as such provides for a high level of integrity as demonstrated by testing.  It is considered arbitrary to provide for batteries or equipment containing batteries that exceed 77 lbs to simply be packed in two layers of non-specification rigid packaging separated by cushioning material with no associated performance criteria.
Result:  PBRA withdrew the paper from consideration at this meeting and will submit a future paper that addresses the issues voiced from the plenary.

	Informal Papers

	Paper #
	Summary
	U.S. Position and Meeting Notes

	2
	Meeting Agenda
	Not Applicable

	3
	The size of "OVERPACK" and "SALVAGE" markings (United Kingdom) The expert from the United Kingdom proposes a minimum letter height of 12 mm in square brackets. This is identical to the specified minimum height in paragraphs 6.1.3.1 and 5.2.1.1.  However, the United Kingdom expert is open to accepting a larger minimum size if this is the will of the Sub-Committee.
	US Position:  The US did not voice a formal opinion.
Result:  This proposal was adopted.

	4
	Recommendation on miscellaneous changes to 18.5 Series 8 Type (b) Test prescription in the Ammonium Nitrate Emulsions, Suspensions and Gels: Series 8 Test (b) (IME) These papers addresses test series 8 for UN3375.  Specifically, these papers deal with the 8b and the difficulty to complete this test in all areas of the world.  These papers propose alternative testing methods and the secretary reminded the delegation that these informal papers and recommendations resulting from the discussion of these papers would need to be formally submitted at a later meeting.  
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result:  The consensus was that the proposal in paragraph 11 of Section 3.1 of Inf.4 could be adopted, that is Table 18.5.1.1 of the 8(b) test procedure should be corrected and note deleted.  The working group also agreed that the proposals in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 of Inf.4 could be adopted.  IME will prepare a formal proposal for consideration at a future session.

	5
	Recommendation on the use of 50/50 pentolite donor in the Ammonium Nitrate Emulsions, Suspensions and Gels: Series 8 Test (b) (IME) These papers addresses test series 8 for UN3375.  Specifically, these papers deal with the 8b and the difficulty to complete this test in all areas of the world.  These papers propose alternative testing methods and the secretary reminded the delegation that these informal papers and recommendations resulting from the discussion of these papers would need to be formally submitted at a later meeting
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result:  The working group agreed that the Section 18.5.1.2.1 (b) of the Test Manual should be amended and IME will prepare a formal document for consideration at a future session.

	6
	Recommendation on the use of cold-drawn, seamless carbon steel tube for confinement in the Ammonium Nitrate Emulsions, Suspensions and Gels: Series 8 Test (b) (IME) These papers addresses test series 8 for UN3375.  Specifically, these papers deal with the 8b and the difficulty to complete this test in all areas of the world.  These papers propose alternative testing methods and the secretary reminded the delegation that these informal papers and recommendations resulting from the discussion of these papers would need to be formally submitted at a later meeting.  
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result:  The working group agreed that specifying a minimum wall thickness and a minimum ID was a way forward and, considering the comments from the working group, IME will prepare a formal document for consideration at a future session.

	7
	Recommendation on the use of Extruded PMMA Rod as an alternative to Cast PPMA in the Ammonium Nitrate Emulsions, Suspensions and Gels: Series 8 Test (b) (IME) These papers addresses test series 8 for UN3375.  Specifically, these papers deal with the 8b and the difficulty to complete this test in all areas of the world.  These papers propose alternative testing methods and the secretary reminded the delegation that these informal papers and recommendations resulting from the discussion of these papers would need to be formally submitted at a later meeting.  
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result: The working group agreed that the proposals by IME could be made and IME will submit a formal proposal for consideration at a future session.

	8
	Updates to the IAEA transport regulations (IAEA) Addendum 1-3 to this document identify the updates proposed for the IAEA transport regulations, due to be discussed at TRANSSC in the week of 14 June 2011. At this stage in the process the IAEA secretariat is dealing with comments made during a four month open consultation process with all IAEA member states. A proposed resolution to each of these has been identified by the secretariat, TRANSSC and several small meetings of experts.  TRANSSC is due to decide on these issues at the meeting on 14 June.  Members of the Sub-Committee of Experts on the Transport of Dangerous Goods are invited to review these 120 day comments and send any objections to the proposed resolution in a two column table with the comment number (Col 1) and the reason for your objection (Col 2) by 27 May.
	US Position: No position needed.  Simply a report.
Result: No decision needed.  

	9
	Interpretation to the requirements of the framework test, specified in ISO 1496-3:1995, mentioned in chapter 6.7 (Germany) Germany is interested to hear about Finite elements methods experiences of other member states and what is the Sub-Committee’s opinion on these simulations as a substitute or equivalent method within the framework of the ISO-standard.
	US Position:  No position stated on this issue.
Result:  The expert from Germany is considering what the next step will be.

	10
	Interpretation Assignment of Bulk Container Codes (Germany) For some those entries to which BK 2 has been assigned in the IMDG Code and which may be transported in bulk according to ADR as well as according to the IMSBC Code, BK Codes should be allocated in the UN Model Regulations, too. This would affect some substances of class 4.2 packing group III (UN Nos. 1363, 1386, 2217 and 2793) and some substances of class 4.3 packing group III (UN 1398 and 1435). For the latter, it should be considered if transport in bulk should be limited to BK 2. This would be aligned with the existing provisions of European land transport which require hermetically sealed openings
(see ECE/TRANS/WP.15./AC.1/2011/15).
	US Position: US supports further work and wants more time to review on a case by case basis.  We also would like to have some further background on why the IMO adopted such a change.
Result: Germany plans to develop future proposal regarding this issue.

	11
	Classification of mercurous chloride (United Kingdom) Special provision 66 in Chapter 3.3 of the UN Model Regulations states “Mercurous chloride and cinnabar are not subject to these Regulations.” SP 66 appears against UN 2024 mercury compound, liquid, n.o.s. and UN 2025 mercury compound, solid, n.o.s. (all packing groups) in the Dangerous Goods List in Chapter 3.2.  This paper proposes the adoption of a new PSN for this material.
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result:  It was agreed that this proposal should be more fully considered by the working group in the 41st session.

	12
	Packagings exceeding 450 Litres (DGAC) Responds to the proposals made in WP.11
	See WP 11  

	13
	Transport of damaged lithium batteries (Germany) Responds to the proposals made in WP.15
	See WP 15

	14
	Update on work of the informal joint correspondence group on corrosivity criteria (United Kingdom) It was agreed that a joint TDG-GHS informal correspondence group should be established to consider further the harmonization of corrosivity criteria in the transport Model Regulations and the GHS.  This paper relays recent findings.
	US Position: No position required.  Simply an informational paper.
Result: Submit any comments to the UK representative.

	15
	Transitional arrangements for portable tanks intended for the transport of liquids (United Kingdom) Continuous changes to the T codes for various substances meant that existing portable tanks that still had years of service and had not had any safety problems had to be scrapped.  This paper approaches the topic of extending transitional provisions.
	US Position:  The US delegation feels the current transitional periods are adequate.
Result: UK asked for written feedback on the issues addressed in the informal paper with intent to submit a future paper.  

	16
	DDT test and criteria for flash compositions.  Discussion of results of DDT testing and wants to initiate a discussion of test comparisons.
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result: There was a group consensus that the DDT test proposed by the USA was a good way forward.  Taking note of the working group’s comments, the US and others will continue their work to refine and prove reliability of the test, particularly, concerns related to the weight of the tube, the sample mass, and results related to granulated material.

	17
	Amendments to packing instructions for explosives -
Consequential amendments
 (Secretary)
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result:   The correction was adopted. The working group agreed with the recommendation for packing instruction P111 as it is written in this informal paper and that packing instructions P114(a) should not apply to UN0159 but should refer to UN0342, as indicated by the expert from China.

	18


	Proposals of corrections to the 17th revised edition of the
Recommendations on the Transport of Dangerous Goods,Model Regulations
 (Secretary) The Sub-Committee may wish to endorse the following corrections to be included in a corrigendum to the list of amendments to the sixteenth revised edition of the Recommendations on the Transport of Dangerous Goods, Model Regulations (ST/SG/AC.10/38/Add.1) and when appropriate to the 17th revised edition of the Model Regulations on the Transport of Dangerous Goods
	US Position: No formal position voiced on this paper.
Result: The corrections were adopted as proposed.

	20
	Shipments of certain dangerous goods by post (CEPE, COLIPA, FEA) Invites input on allowing shipments of certain dangerous goods by post under strict but workable conditions for both general public, postal services, shippers and companies to secure safe shipments for all actors.
	US Position: No position required at this time, informational only.
Result: No decision required.  The Sub-Committee felt that, should the Universal Postal Union wish to authorize such transport in future, it should cooperate with the Sub-

Committee in order to define appropriate conditions of transport which would not conflict with applicable modal regulations.

	21
	Change to screening test for substances that may have explosive properties (ICCA) Consider optimization of the for calorimetric readings explosive tests.
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result: There was wide support of the proposal and a formal proposal for the 41st session is anticipated.

	22
	Comments on a new DDT Test and Criteria for flash compositions proposed by the U.S.  of America /ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2010/31) (Japan) Japanese experts presenting results of DDT testing.  
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result: There was a group consensus that the DDT test proposed by the USA was a good way forward.  Taking note of the working group’s comments, the US and others will continue their work to refine and prove reliability of the test, particularly, concerns related to the weight of the tube, the sample mass, and results related to granulated material.

	23
	Comments and Recommendations Regarding Additional Criteria for Explosives in Division 1.4 other than Compatibility Group S (IME) Comments and Recommendations Regarding Additional Criteria for Explosives in Division 1.4 other than Compatibility Group S (IME):  Concerns with additional tests for 1.4 other then compatibility S.  
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result:  IME will take into account the comments of the working group and may present an additional paper for consideration in the 41st Session.

	24
	UN Manual of Test and Criteria - Test series 8 reviews  (AEIGS)  Addressed test series 8 with hopes of fostering dialogue about the feasibility and technical backing for this test.  Establish a scope of the working group in regard to test series 8 as well as address logical order to address the INF regarding explosives.
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result:  It was generally accepted that retesting products was not required unless changes to the approved formulation of the substances were involved.  This would not generally involve variations in process normally controlled by management systems, e.g., plant site, ingredient source changes.  Additionally, the working group recognized the continuing importance of Test Series 8 in ensuring that ANEs are properly identified as dangerous goods.

	25
	Difficulties in carrying out TDG classification tests (Canada) Difficulty in carrying out TDG test due to lack of materials available.  Canada provides responses to survey of testing labs in this informal paper and details issues in the explosive testing industry.  
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result: As an interim solution, the working group referred to Section 1.1.2 of the test manual that advises that the Competent Authority can and should use its discretion in applying the tests and allowing variations in test materials and procedures described in the test manual.  The working group also agreed that it should conduct a review of the test mentioned in Parts I and II of the manual to view to: 1.) better defining the specification of the tests, 2.) better defining the tolerances associated with those specifications; and 3.) to remove and unnecessary or over specifications.  Australia offered to coordinate a survey of experts on the basis of permitted variations of Test Series 8 and IME offered to coordinate the work, along with the USA and Canada, on test series 6.

	26
	Implementation of the definition of Division 1.4 Compatibility Group S (SAAMI):  Implementation of the Definition of Division 1.4 Compatibility Group S.  Wants to level the playing field for class 1 materials and all other hazardous materials.  Addresses new test 6D that was recently added.  Also suggests clarification of regulations for emergency responders, specifically clarification of what an emergency responder is and whether that includes protective equipment. 
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result:  The group noted that the existing test criteria fully implement the 1.4S definition, particularly as it relates to emergency responders, and any additional criteria used at the discretion of a competent authority should be objective and not subjective.

	27
	Provisional timetable 
	Not applicable

	28
	Harmonization of RID/ADR/ADN with the 17th revised edition of the United Nations Recommendations on the transport of Dangerous Goods, Model Regulations (Secretariat) During the working group session, some issues were raised and the secretariat was invited to bring them to the attention of the Sub-Committee for resolution before their discussion by the Joint Meeting.
	US Position: The US had concerns medical equipment with free liquid that is not neutralized and notes the proposed change regarding medical equipment with free liquid opens a loophole.  The US does not support the portion of this proposal with regards to medical equipment however we concede our objection.  The US is not in favor of the change proposed in paragraph 31.
Result: Proposals in paragraphs 9, 15, 23, 28, 37, 39, and UK’s proposed text on medical equipment were adopted.  The report will note varying opinions on paragraph 31.  References for “Pressure Vessels” will be changed to “Pressure Receptacles.”  T code 50 will be noted to the ADR that there is no need to change this T code.  It was suggested that those with an issue with paragraph 40 come back to this issue with papers in a future session.  References for “Packaging methods” will be changed to “Containment methods.”   SP354 for UN2381 Packing group II will be deleted.

	29
	Revision of the IAEA Safety Regulations (TS-R-1) (IAEA) The new revision cycle of Regulations for the Safe Transport of Radioactive Material (TS-R-1) started in 2009. As scheduled, the final draft will be approved by IAEA Safety Standard Commission in Nov. 2011 and by Board of Governor in March 2012. The main changes in this revision cycle are:
(a) Transport of fissile material: three type of fissile material were defined – fissile material that needs full control, CSI controlled fissile material that needs only transport control and fissile excepted material that needs least control;
(b) The principle of exemption of radioactive material from regulatory control: some flexibility has been introduced to allow regulatory body to approve the alternative limits for exemptions or exception.
(c) Natural material and ores containing naturally occurring radionuclides are exempt from the regulations (TS-R-1), provided their activity concentration does not exceeding 10 times limit for exempt concentration, and no matter what the purposes of the material are used for.
(d) Transport of Uranium Hexafluoride less than 100 g that may be allowed to be transported by excepted package.
	US Position: No position needed.  Simply a report.
Result: No decision required. 

	30
	A comparison of the results obtained for a set of pyrotechnic compositions subjected to the HSL Flash composition test and the UN modified DDT test (UK):  UK experts to discuss DDT and HSL testing comparison.
	US Position:  See Inf.58.
Result: There was a group consensus that the DDT test proposed by the USA was a good way forward.  Taking note of the working group’s comments, the US and others will continue their work to refine and prove reliability of the test, particularly, concerns related to the weight of the tube, the sample mass, and results related to granulated material.  


	31

Related 

Papers

Inf.28 and Inf.41
	Amendments to Section 38.3 (Secretary) Reference is made to the amendments to the 5th revised edition of the Manual of Tests and Criteria adopted in December 2010 (ST/SG/AC.10/38/Add.2) as regards lithium batteries. Removes a note and deletes a redundant definition and modifies some language.
	US Position:  The US does not support this proposal.  Although both definitions are similar the US delegation feels the addition of the watt-hour calculation is helpful as part of both definitions.
Result: See continued discussion in Inf.60.

	32
	Comments on ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2011/10 – Amendments to the Proper Shipping Name of Paint UN 1263 (IPPIC) IPPIC appreciates the opportunity to comment on ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2011/10, the paper by the expert from the Republic of Korea, concerning the proper shipping name of paint – UN 1263.
	See WP 10


	33
	Special Provision 251 and Packing Instruction P901 (IATA) Special Provision 251 contains the requirement that “The packing group assigned to the kit as a whole shall be the most stringent packing group assigned to any individual substance in the kit.” The requirement creates problems for consignors, and in air transport for dangerous goods acceptance personnel, as to what must be shown for the packing group on the dangerous goods transport document and what packaging standard must be applied where the kit contains substances or articles to which no packing group is assigned.  This paper proposes that when a kit contains dangerous goods to which no packing group is assigned, packagings shall meet Packing Group II performance standards.
	US Position:  No position stated at this time.
Result: The proposal to amend special provision 251 and Packing Instruction P 901 was adopted with minor modifications.

	34
	Progress on Pilot Project - e-freight for Dangerous Goods (IATA) Unfortunately since the last update provided to the Subcommittee at the 38th meeting in December 2010 (UN/SCETDG/38/INF.34) there has been little progress on the pilot project to conduct a proof-of-concept with live shipments of dangerous goods across some e-freight trade lanes. This lack of progress has been due in part to a shortage of resources within IATA to manage the proof of concept and also due to demands for the development and implementation of new standards for electronic security declarations.
	US Position: Simply an update no position required.
Result:  No decision needed 


	35
	Special Packing Provision PP70 (UK):  Addresses wider application of Packing provision PP70.  
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result: The working group was asked to provide any comments on the subject to the UK. 

	36
	Comments on T6 test of UN 38.3 (China) This paper suggests to change the diameter limited in impact test scope, and read as below: “Impact (applicable to cylindrical cells not less than 18mm in diameter) Crush (applicable to prismatic, pouch, coin/ button cells and the cylindrical cells less than 18mm in diameter).”
	US position: We do not currently have a position on this paper.  We currently have contacted our experts for their input on this issue.
Result: China will submit an official proposal at the next session.

	37
	Meaning and application of the term "hermetically sealed" (IATA) The Subcommittee is invited to reconsider the use of the term “hermetically sealed” within the relaxation in paragraph 5.2.1.7.2(f) to develop an alternative wording. This could be by the removal of the term hermetically sealed from 5.2.1.7.2(f) and replacing it with wording such as “inner packagings in any form but typically tubes and vials that are opened by breaking or puncturing and once opened can only be resealed by an alternative or secondary closure (typically a screw cap)”.
	US Position:  We did not submit a formal position at this time.
Result:  No decision needed. The general feeling was that this term meant an air and vapor tight sealed closure.  It was noted that the term is used in a number of other places in the Model Regulations that might make a single definition difficult to achieve. The representative of IATA agreed to consider the matter further.

	38
	Comments on document ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2011/15 (United Kingdom), Descriptions of labels, placards, symbols, markings and marks (Switzerland)
	See WP 5  

	39
	Application of the LQ Mark (Switzerland) We welcome the document of DGAC stressing the uncertainty regarding the applicable rules for limited quantities (LQ) markings. We would like to suggest the ideas to the experts of the DGAC and to the UN-Experts. The way the proposal of DGAC has been formulated is a good source of inspiration for further development of these rules. Let us explain some of those hereafter.
	See Inf.61 & Inf.63  

	40
	Vibration tests for IBCs over 1,500 kg gross mass carrying liquid (ICCR, ICCP)  ICCR and ICPP welcome ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2011/7, the paper submitted by the
expert from the United Kingdom addressing concerns about provisions requiring vibration testing of intermediate bulk containers (IBCs) over 1,500 l/kg for liquids.  This paper opposed WP.7
	See WP.7 

	41
	Harmonization of the IMDG Code with the 17th revised edition of the United Nations Recommendations on the transport of Dangerous Goods, Model Regulations (Secretariat)  When considering harmonization of the IMDG Code with the 17th revised edition of
the UN Recommendations on the Transport of Dangerous Goods, the E and T Group noted a number of issues that should be referred to the UN Sub-Committee.
	US Position:  No US positions offered on this paper.
Result: The sub-committee noted the review of SP 172 but no changes will be made at this time.  The sub-committee noted the review of inconsistencies in PP40.  The Sub-Committee noted that reference to “dangerous goods documentation” in 5.4.2.3 and 5.4.2.4 was incorrect and instead it should make reference to “container/vehicle packing certificate.”  This correction will be made.

	42
	Technical names for environmentally hazardous materials (IPPIC) At the last meeting of the Sub-Committee of Experts, IPPIC presented for discussion informal paper INF9, setting out the problems being experienced in the paint and ink industries with the length and complexity of Technical Names required under SP274 for products which are aquatic pollutants.
We suggested that one option might be to have new generic names and UN numbers for such products of Class 9. However, this did not receive a favourable response from the Sub-Committee and it was suggested that a better route might be to reduce the impact of SP274 for such products, particularly for the maritime mode, and that IPPIC should explore that option with IMO.
To that end, IPPIC have submitted a paper (see attached Appendix 1) to the September 2011 meeting of IMO DSC 16, proposing to remove the requirement for
Technical Names from products packed in Limited Quantities [and/or those packed in accordance with Packing Provision PP1].
	US Position:  Informational paper no position 
Result: Informational paper no decision taken

	43
	Possible use of the 5 (a) cap sensitivity test as an alternative to UN test series 6 for certain substances (USA):  Addresses the possible use of the 5(a) Cap Sensitivity Test as an alternative to UN Test Series 6 for certain substances.  
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result: There was no general consensus that this should be recommended.  

	44
	Alternative flash composition test (USA):  Presentation of data with regard to the Alternative flash composition test method.  

	US Position: See Inf.58
Result:  There was a group consensus that the DDT test proposed by the USA was a good way forward.  Taking note of the working group’s comments, the US and others will continue their work to refine and prove reliability of the test, particularly, concerns related to the weight of the tube, the sample mass, and results related to granulated material.

	45
	Lithium battery marking (USA) The Sub-Committee is invited to come to a consensus on:  Whether a marking has sufficient merit to be required by the UN Model Regulations; and whether the “UN” symbol is an appropriate mark.
	US position: The US delegation authored this informal paper.
Result:  Several delegations welcomed the idea of a marking indicating that batteries were tested for transport.  Other experts felt that the test procedure should be monitored by the competent authority.  The US will submit a formal proposal in future sessions.

	46
	Amendements to the proper shipping name for UN 1263 - comments on 2011/10 (USA) This paper proposes to amend the proper shipping name for UN 1263 be limited to “Paint related material” effectively eliminating the entry for paint.  Paint consists of mainly three elements which are resin, pigment and solvent.  Thinning compound (paint related material) consists of solvent as well. Thus under the same UN entry, there is no difference between PAINT and PAINT RELATED MATERIAL on the matter of transport requirements by the Model Regulations on the Transport of Dangerous Goods.
	See WP 10.

	47
	Considerations on Test Series 6 (USA) Provides similar considerations to INF 43 on Test Series 6.  Seeks to indentify gaps in the test scheme.  
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result:  Some working group members recognized that certain propellants may demonstrate detonative, deflagrative, and thermal hazards.  However, there was general consensus that the current scheme adequately addresses the hazards posed by such substances.

	48
	Dimension of marks and labels (Norway) This document raises an issue in connection with the discussion on document ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2011/5 (Description of labels, placards, symbols, markings and marks).
	See WP 5  

	49
	Comments to item 5 (d) Proposal for the harmonization for the transport of dangerous goods by sea and by road IMDG 7.4.6.4.2. (ITCO)  This paper opposes the proposals made in ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2011/2.
	US Position: See WP 2
Result: See WP 2

	50
	Comments to item 5 (b) Amendments to Section 6.7.2.1.5. (ITCO) This paper opposes the proposals made in ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2011/1.
	See WP 1  

	51
	Outcome of the Joint Meeting of the RID Committee of Experts and the Working Party on the Transport of Dangerous Goods on its Autumn 2011 session (Secretariat) Summarizes the outcome of the meeting and issues requiring the sub-committees attention.
	US Position:  No US positions offered on this paper.
Result: The questions asked in this paper will be carried forward to the next session.

	52
	Draft list of participants (Secretariat)
	Not Applicable

	53
	Comments on the Koenen Test (Australian Industry and Safety Group)
	US Position: See Inf.58.
Result:  The Working Group was encouraged to review the paper in detail and to provide comments to AEISG.

	54
	Comments on document ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2011/13 (Belgium)
	See WP 13

	55
	Alternative proposal to 2011/10 (Korea) (USA)
	US Position:  The US delegation authored this informal paper
Result:  This proposal was accepted.

	56
	Packing Instruction P906 (Switzerland) 
	See WP 3  

	57
	Feedback and acknowledgements – March 2011 Transport of Dangerous Goods Conference and GHS Training (RPMASA)
	US Position: Simply feedback and acknowledgements no position required.
Result: No decision required.

	58
	Report of the Working Group on Explosives (Explosives Working Group)
	US Position: See report
Result: See report

	59

Related

Paper:
WP.19

	Packing Instruction P 602/ ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2011/19 (DGAC) During the discussion it was generally agreed that supplementary packaging could be acceptable. There is precedence in that for limited quantities in 3.4.2 it states, “Intermediate packagings may be used.” Rather than amending P602(2) to recognize the use of supplementary packagings, it is proposed that a general requirement be adopted. 
The proposed text is as follows:
“4.1.1.17 Use of supplementary packagings within an outer packaging (e.g. an intermediate packaging or a receptacle inside a required inner packaging) additional
to what is required by the packing instructions is  authorized provided all relevant requirements are met, including 4.1.1.3, and, if appropriate, adequate cushioning is provided to protect against movement within the packaging.”
DGAC would like to maintain its proposal for use of plastic inner packagings in P602(2). Use of plastic packagings is preferable, particularly in the case of substances that are corrosive to metals. Packagings incorporating plastic inner packagings would be
subject to the same performance requirements as packagings including metal inner packagings. 
The proposal would be as follows:
“(2) Combination packagings consisting of metal or plastic inner packagings individually packed with absorbent material sufficient to absorb the contents and
inert cushioning material in 1A2, 1B2, 1N2, 1H2, 1D, 1G, 4A, 4B, 4C1, 4C2, 4D, 4F, 4G or 4H2 outer packagings with a maximum gross mass of 75 kg. Inner
packagings shall not be filled to more than 90% of their capacity. The closure of each inner packaging shall be physically held in place by any means capable of
preventing back-off or loosening of the closure by impact or vibration during transport. Inner packagings shall not exceed 5 litres in capacity.”
A similar amendment to P 601 (2) for purposes of consistency is proposed.
	US Position:  We support this proposal.  Based on the changes made from the original document.  US initially did not see the need to repeat the requirement for adequate cushioning but after additional discussion the US delegation fully supported the informal paper as written.  
Result: Adopted as proposed in informal paper 59.

	60

Related

Paper:
Inf.31
	Proposal from the coffee break WG on the Note by the secretariat in INF.31 (France) The WG compromised on a revised note that would appear under 2.9.4. 
The text of the note would be as follows:
"NOTE: Batteries shall be of a design type proved to meet the testing requirements of the Manual of test and criteria, part III, sub-section 38.3, irrespective of whether the cells of which it are composed are of a tested design type."
Change the definitions of nominal energy and watt hours rating as follows:
"Nominal energy or Watt hour rating, expressed in watt-hours, means the energy value of a cell or battery determined under specified conditions and declared by the manufacturer. The nominal energy is calculated by multiplying nominal voltage by rated capacity expressed in ampere-hours."
"Watt-hour rating, see nominal energy”
The following transitional period was added:
“However batteries and cells manufactured before 1 January 2014 and conforming to a design type tested according to requirements of the 5th revised edition of the Manual of test and criteria, part III, sub section 38.3, may continue to be transported.”
	US Position:  The US does not oppose this revised proposal.  Although both definitions are similar the US delegation feels the addition of the watt-hour calculation is helpful as part of both definitions.
Result: The corrections proposed in informal document INF.60 were adopted.

	61

Related

Papers:

WP.18
	Application of the air LQ mark – Alternative text to that in ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2011/18 ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2011/18 (DGAC) This paper proposes to clarify the conditions in which the “Y” limited quantity mark may be placed on a package not intended for air transport.  Specifically this paper proposes to revise 3.4.8 to clarify when the “Y” LQ Mark may be applied on packages not intended for air transport
	US Position: See Inf.63
Result: See Inf.63

	62

Related

Papers:

WP.16
	Marking on gas cylinders (EIGA) This paper proposes to modify the marking section requiring a minimum size for the marking of the UN number on packages to allow pressure receptacles to utilize a 6 mm marking as opposed to the 12 mm marking.  This modification will ensure pressure receptacles are labeled on the cylinder shoulder as required by 6.2.2.7.5.
	US Position: We support this proposal.
Rresult: The revised text was adopted.

	63

Related

Papers:

WP.18
	Application of the air LQ mark – Alternative text to that in ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2011/18 ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2011/18 (DGAC) This paper proposes to clarify the conditions in which the “Y” limited quantity mark may be placed on a package not intended for air transport.  Specifically this paper proposes to revise 3.4.8 to clarify when the “Y” LQ Mark may be applied on packages not intended for air transport.
	US Position: We support this proposal and thanks the members of the sub-committee.
Result: The revised text was adopted

	Miscellaneous Notes: There are 160 Delegates total represented at the meeting. The TDG meeting spanned from Monday June 20th through Friday June 24nd.  The Working group on explosives met concurrently with the TDG meeting, Monday June 20th through Wednesday June 22nd.  
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