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Summary of Proposals, US Positions, and Results
Note:  This is the second of the TDG Sub-Committee's four meetings scheduled to be held during the 2009-2010 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 5th 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, 2010. Once approved by the Committee, the amendments will be incorporated into the 17th Revised Edition of the UN Model Regulations and will be considered for adoption within the IMDG Code and ICAO TI from January 1, 2013.

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1UN papers may be obtained from the UN Transport Division website at:  http://www.unece.org/trans/main/dgdb/dgsubc/c32009.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
	Draft US Positions and Comments

	PAPERS RELATED TO CLASS 1 (Explosives)

	2009/38
	Classification of sporting cartridges and associated power device cartridges (SAAMI)

In this paper SAAMI discusses difficulties with the shipment of ammunition which due to its classification within Class 1 often faces delay and denial of shipment issues irrespective of the Division in which it is classified.  SAAMI proposes two options to address the issue – Option 1 would allow reclassification in Class 9, and Option 2 would authorize certain 1.4S ammunition and 1.4S sporting cartridges to be transported as limited quantities. 
	We expressed our support for efforts to ensure there is no unwarranted delay and denial of shipments of such cartridges.  We anticipate this matter will be addressed more in-depth by the Explosives Working Group scheduled to meet in July, 2010.  We plan to participate actively in these discussions to consider the various options proposed by SAAMI and to work towards an appropriate solution.

Result:  Opinions were divided amongst Sub-Committee members as to whether granting relief for certain 1.4S munitions would be appropriate.  A number of delegations made specific comments relative to the proposed solution presented in INF.9.  SAAMI offered to bring a revised proposal to the June, 2010 session.  The Sub-Committee agreed that a revised proposal should be considered both in plenary and by the Explosives Working Group.

	INF.9
	Classification of sporting cartridges and cartridges for tools (SAAMI)
In this follow-up informal paper, SAAMI provides a detailed proposal to allow transport of sporting cartridges and cartridges for tools as limited quantities.  SAAMI proposes to authorize UN 0012, UN 0014 and UN 0055 to be transported as Limited Quantities with a maximum per package quantity of 5 kg.
	

	PAPERS RELATED TO CLASS 2 (Gases)

	2009/30
	Materials compatibility requirements for gases in pressure receptacles (UK)

The UK presented informal document INF.51 at the July 2009 session which addressed the problem of materials compatibility for pressure receptacles.  The paper discussed how the requirements for packaging compatibility in particular for mixtures or solutions could be considered within the UN Model Regulations.  This paper reiterates many of the same observations made previously but also provides draft proposed amendments to the Model Regulations.   In addition, the UK proposes to align with the draft 2009 version of the currently referenced ISO 11114-1 standard, to forbid the transport of the following gases in aluminum cylinders:

UN 1741          BORON TRICHLORIDE

UN 1008          BORON TRIFLUORIDE                    

UN 1911          DIBORANE                            

UN 2189          DICHLOROSILANE

UN 1052          HYDROGEN FLUORIDE, ANHYDROUS

UN 2418          SULPHUR TETRFLUORIDE

UN 1076          PHOSGENE                                        

UN 1859          SILICON TETRAFLUORIDE

A number of other specific amendments to Part 4 and Part 6 are also proposed.
	This proposal addressed work the Sub-Committee agreed to during the last biennium.  The Sub-Committee had established a correspondence working group, including terms of reference.  This paper addresses material compatibility issues not fully addressed during the review of the correspondence working group.
Result:   The paper was deferred to a working group which considered each specific proposal.  Based on the decisions taken by the working group, the UK submitted a revised proposal (INF.53) with amended text.  The proposals in INF.53 were adopted.  Regarding the alignment with the draft ISO 11114, the provisions concerning additional materials to be prohibited in aluminum cylinders were placed in square brackets pending ISO’s finalization of the standard. 

	INF.4
	Revised proposal to refer to the standard ISO 10460 in Section 6.2.2 (ISO)

In this paper ISO proposes to adopt a reference to ISO 10460:2005 Gas cylinders – Welded carbon-steel gas cylinders – Periodic inspection and testing.

ISO proposes that the following note be included:

NOTE: The repair of welds described in clause 12.1 of this standard shall not be permitted. Repairs described in clause 12.2 require the approval of the competent authority which approved the periodic inspection and test body in accordance with 6.2.2.6.
	We supported this proposal.

Result: The proposal was adopted.

	INF.11
	Design temperature range for pressure receptacles (Germany)
This paper contains two proposals:

Proposal 1 The Sub-Committee is invited to discuss, whether for pressure receptacles a design temperature range should be included in chapter 6.2 and whether this should be in parallel to the range given for portable tanks in 6.7.3.1.
Proposal 2 Germany notes that although definitions for liquids and solids can be found in 1.2.1 of the Model Regulation, the definitions for gases are not included.  Germany proposes reiterating the current definitions in 2.2.1.1 and 2.2.1.2 in 1.2.1.
	Regarding Proposal 1, we indicated that more consideration needs to be given as to whether it is necessary and appropriate to include the design temperature range for pressure receptacles directly in the Model Regulations text.  We also noted that the design temperature ranges listed in INF.11 may be in contradiction with design temperatures range of some ISO standards referenced in the UN Model Regulations (e.g. ISO 11120).  We further expressed our concern that there is no direct correlation between the design temperature ranges for portable tanks and for cylinders.
Regarding Proposal 2, we did not oppose including the definitions for gases in 1.2.1.

Result: A number of delegations expressed support for Proposal 1, however several delegations expressed the view that careful consideration needed to be given to the potential repercussions especially considering that any deviations from the ISO values could potentially invalidate existing cylinders.  Germany indicated they would consider the issue further and bring a more definitive proposal for consideration at the subsequent session.  There was general support for including the current Part 2 definitions for gases in the general definitions section (1.2.1), and Germany intends to bring back a specific proposal in that regard.  

	INF.14
	Materials compatibility requirements for gases in pressure receptacle (Germany)

In this paper, Germany points out that manufacturers of pressure receptacles are not always aware of all compatibility issues that may arise depending on the material(s) with which the cylinder is filled.  Germany proposes to add the following requirement to 6.2.2.5.4.9 before the last sentence:

"A reservation shall be included in the certificate if it was not possible to investigate  the compatibility of all present materials with the pressure receptacle content exhaustively when the type approval was issued."
	We were not convinced this proposal is necessary.  It is incumbent upon the filler to ensure the cylinder is compatible with its lading.  Manufacturers cannot control the use of a cylinder once it is sold and it is therefore impractical to expect that manufacturers could determine compatibility for all possible materials with which the cylinder may be filled.
Result:  The proposal was not adopted.  A number of delegations commented that it would be impractical to expect a manufacturer to be able to know what materials would be transported within a cylinder after its sale.  Germany indicated they may consider the issue in a future proposal.

	PROPOSALS OTHER THAN THOSE RELATED TO CLASS 1 OR CLASS 2

	2009/15

INF 3, 12, 21, 25, 33
	Suggested text for implementation of the GHS criteria in Class 8 of the UN Model Regulations on the Transport of Dangerous Goods (Netherlands)

This is a follow up to the Netherlands’ previous efforts proposing to better align the criteria for Class 8 (corrosivity) in the UN Model Regulations with the corresponding GHS criteria (see ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/68 para 108 – 111). Following the discussions last biennium, the Netherlands agreed to lead a correspondence group.   This proposal presents comprehensive proposed revisions to Chapter 2.8 (Class 8).
	This proposal was considered at the previous July UN SCOE TDG meeting but was deferred to the present December session.  We did not support this proposal.  While we are not opposed in principle to further alignment with GHS as warranted, we are concerned that much of the proposed text, in addition to introducing potentially inappropriate provisions for transport, is a cut and paste from the GHS and not drafted as regulatory text appropriate for inclusion within the model regulations.  We share many of the UK’s concerns as expressed in INF.12.  We agree for example that the introduction of the GHS criteria relative to pH is problematic and could in fact be detrimental to safety as pH is not a definitive scientific indicator of a material’s corrosiveness to skin.  Additionally, the text from the GHS is not consistent with the regulatory nature of the Model Regulations.  The GHS text is based on recommendations, suggestions, and guidance that is not appropriate for the Model Regulations.
Result:  A complete plenary discussion was held on Tuesday, December 8 to discuss the proposals in detail.  Representatives from the GHS SC also participated.  After considering various options, the plenary agreed to the following:
· There is no need to reproduce the full GHS text in the UN Model Regulations because the criteria contained therein were in line with the model regulations.

· Chapter 2.8 of the UN Model Regulations should be amended to underline the correlation between transport packing groups I, II, and III and GHS sub-categories 1A, 1B, and 1C.

· Notes should be included to explain the applicability and limitations of the use of extreme PH values, calculation methods for mixtures, and bridging principles to deduce classification and the relationship with transport criteria.

The Netherlands will prepare a revised proposal to amend Chapter 2.8 accordingly and correspond with interested delegations, including the United States.

	2009/49
INF.15
	Comments on the proposal by the expert from the Netherlands in 2009/15 (DGAC)

In this paper DGAC states that it considers the existing criteria in the Model Regulation to be substantially aligned with the GHS criteria in that they both rely heavily on OECD test methods. DGAC opposes incorporating substantial portions of the GHS text in the Model Regulations in that it provides a level of detail far beyond that normally needed by users of the Model Regulations. DGAC believes that further consideration of some issues regarding the GHS text should be referred back to the GHS Sub-Committee for consideration. DGAC provides a detailed analysis of the GHS text in INF.15.
	We expressed concerns similar to those expressed by DGAC (see discussion on 2009/15).  We appreciate the extensive review presented in INF.15, and agree with the majority of the observations therein.

	2009/50
	Comments on 2009/15 and informal document INF.3 submitted at the thirty-fifth session. Suggested text for implementation of GHS criteria in Class 8 of the Model Regulations on the Transport of Dangerous Goods (UK)

In this paper, the UK expresses its concern that the proposals in 2009/15 to fully align transport with the current GHS third revised edition will complicate the regulations for the transport of corrosive substances for all those in the transport chain and inappropriately bring into scope more products, as well as lead to much more testing.  The UK notes that the GHS Sub-Committee is carrying out an editorial review of GHS Chapters 3.2 (skin corrosion/irritation) and 3.3 (serious eye damage/eye irritation) this biennium. Because of the serious problems that the UK believes would be created by fully embracing the current criteria, it is recommended that alignment of the Model Regulations with the GHS corrosivity criteria be deferred at least until this editorial review has been carried out.
	We agreed with the UK’s concerns and also expressed additional concerns (see discussion on 2009/15 above).

	INF.9
	Editorial revision of Chapters 3.2 and 3.3 of the GHS (corrosivity criteria) (Secretariat)

In this paper the Secretariat advises of the availability of information paper UN/SCEGHS/18/INF.3, submitted by the expert from Germany to the 18th session of the GHS Sub-Committee on behalf of the informal correspondence group on the editorial revision of Chapters 3.2 and 3.3 of the GHS.  The document is submitted for information. It contains the revised versions of the working documents circulated within the correspondence group as well as all comments provided so far.
	There were no proposals in this document however it is relevant to the issues raised by the Netherlands regarding the Class 8 criteria.

	INF.17
	Proposal for a way forward (Netherlands)
In this paper the Netherlands proposes that a study be conducted by the working group to address the issue of harmonization of the UN Model Regulations with the GHS Class 8 criteria.
	We expressed our support for efforts that would allow the Sub-Committee to make an informed decision regarding the implementation of the GHS Class 8 criteria.  The plenary session discussion resulted in a positive outcome and an agreement on a way forward (see discussion on 2009/15).

	INF.18
	Comments to ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2009/15 and INF.3 (CEFIC)

In this paper CEFIC expresses its concerns with the Netherlands’ proposal.  CEFIC summarizes these concerns as follows:

Before the UN TDG criteria for class 8 are further harmonized with GHS, as proposed by the NL, all the resulting consequences for the transport operations (transport prohibitions or changes to operational requirements/types of containment, etc.) need to be carefully examined to avoid unnecessary changes or restrictions and therefore we welcome the proposal made by the Netherlands in their INF.17.
	We agreed with CEFIC that the consequences of the Netherlands’ proposal need to be fully vetted and considered before any amendments to the TDG text are made.

	INF.13
	Implementation of acute toxicity criteria of the GHS into Division 6.1 of the UN Recommendations on the Transport of Dangerous Goods (Germany)

In this paper Germany proposes to further align the UN Model Regulations’ provisions for the classification of toxic materials with the equivalent sections of the GHS text.  Germany indicates that specific proposed amendments will be provided as annexes showing “track changes”.
	The views we expressed on this issue were similar to those expressed regarding the Netherlands’ proposal concerning Class 8.  In general we are not convinced there is a need to make any substantive amendments to the Model Regulations’ classification criteria for toxic substances.

Result:  The Sub-Committee noted that there was ongoing work by the GHS SCOE in this regard which should be considered in tandem with any possible enhancements to the Model Regulations.  Experts were invited to provide any specific comments to Germany for consideration as this work evolves.

	2009/28
	Criteria to assign packing groups to corrosive substances (Spain)

Criteria to assign packing groups to corrosive substances (Spain)

This paper proposes to consider adding a Table to 2.8.2.5 clarifying the packing group assignments as follows:

Packing Group

Exposure time

Observation time

Corrosion rate on steel/aluminium

I

≤ 3 min

≤ 60 min

-

II

> 3 min ≤ 60 min

≤ 14 d

-

III

> 60 min ≤ 4 h

≤ 14 d

> 6.25 mm a year at a test temperature of 55ºC


	We were not opposed in principle to this proposal but noted that the Packing Group III row could be misread to mean that in order to meet the PG III criteria, the material would need to meet the exposure and observation times and exhibit the specified corrosion rate on steel or aluminum which is not the case.  The criteria for corrosion to steel and aluminum is stand-alone criteria and a material meeting the criteria for such corrosion is considered to be in PG III regardless of its corrosive effect on skin.

Result: The proposal was adopted with minor amendments to the structure of the proposed table to clarify the applicability of the metal corrosion criteria.


	2009/29
	Excepted Quantity limits for chlorosilanes (ICCA)

In this paper, ICCA notes that a number of chlorosilanes are authorized for transport as excepted quantities – in particular those assigned to a Class other than 4.3 (i.e. 3, 6.1, or 8).  ICCA proposes that in accordance with the degree of risk posed by these materials, that they be prohibited from transport as excepted quantities.  As such, ICCA proposes to assign E0 in column 7b of the Dangerous Goods List to the following UN numbers: 1162, 1196, 1250, 1298, 1305, 1724, 1728, 1747, 1753, 1762, 1763, 1766, 1767, 1769, 1771, 1781, 1784, 1799, 1800, 1801, 1804, 1816, 1818, 2434, 2435, 2437, 2985, 2986, 2987, 3361 and 3362.
	We supported this proposal.  We recognize that the EQ authorization for these materials originated from the ICAO TI and note that the TI also does not allow these materials in limited quantities.   

Result:  The proposal was adopted.

	2009/31

INF.31/Rev.1
	Revision of Packing Instruction 903 (UK)

In this paper the UK proposes revisions to PI 903 (lithium batteries) to clarify the provisions which apply based on whether the batteries are transported separately or packed in or with equipment.  The revised packing instruction more clearly delineates the requirements, including details as to when specification packaging is or is not required.
	We supported this proposal in principle.  However the proposed requirements for batteries packed with equipment require the inner package containing the batteries to meet a UN specification.  We believe that as an alternative, the equipment and the batteries in an inner packaging may be placed into an outer packaging, and the complete package can meet the UN performance specification.  The ICAO DGP recently decided at DGP 22 to an amendment to the lithium battery packing instructions to clarify this issue.  We have provided our comments to the UK and expect a revised proposal to reflect the text adopted at ICAO.
Result:  The UK submitted INF.31/Rev.1 with revised text.  The proposal was extensively discussed however no agreement on specific text could be reached and the proposal was not adopted.  The UK indicated they would submit a revised proposal taking into account the comments received.

	INF.22
	Comments on ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2009/31 (Sweden)

In this paper Sweden proposes to amend the revised P903 proposed by the UK.  Specifically, Sweden proposes to:

1) Amend paragraph 2(a) to simply refer to the provisions of Part 1.

2) Add language to address equipment that is intentionally active in transport as follows:

Equipment which are intentionally active in transport (RFID transmitters, watches, sensors,  attaché cases incorporating cash boxes and cash bags etc.) and which are not capable of generating a quantity of heat sufficient to be dangerous to packaging or personal safety shall be packed in strong outer packagings, but need not be packed to prevent accidental activation. Equipment whose construction itself (i.e attaché cases incorporating cash boxes or cash bags), is strong need not have a strong outer packaging.  
	We supported the simplified text of paragraph 2(a).

We supported in principle the addition of language to address equipment that is intentionally active in transport, however we have concerns with the proposed wording.  We questioned whether it is practical to require an outer package in all cases; for example temperature sensors and RFID transmitters may at times be affixed to the outer package.

Result:  The proposal was not adopted.  Sweden agreed to prepare a new proposal based on comments received.

	2009/32
	Permitted packaging types in Packing Instructions (IATA)

In this paper IATA proposes to clarify the authorized packaging types in Packing Instructions P004, P901, and P902 by listing the authorized specifications.  In addition IATA proposes to include the following additional text in P004:

Fuel cell cartridges shall be packed in packagings so that the cartridges are protected against damage that may be caused by the movement or placement of the cartridge within the packaging.
	We supported the addition of the authorized packaging types and believe this will enhance the user-friendliness of the Instructions.  We also supported the additional text proposed relative to fuel cell cartridges for inclusion in P004, however we believe some minor amendments to the wording may be beneficial so as not to inadvertently imply that cartridges must always be packed in inner packagings.  For example:

Fuel cell cartridges shall be packed in packagings so that the cartridges are protected against damage that may be caused by the movement or placement of the cartridge within the packaging.
Result: A number of delegations expressed concern that the proposal was not sufficiently comprehensive, noting that other packing instructions provided a general authorization without listing specific packaging types.  IATA agreed to develop a more comprehensive proposal for consideration at the next session.

	2009/33
	Application of hazard label for environmentally hazardous substances (IATA)

In this paper, IATA proposes to add text to the UN Model Regulations to clarify that the Class 9 label is also required in addition to the Environmentally Hazardous Substance marking for materials which are toxic to the aquatic environment.  The specific text proposed is:

“5.2.6.1.4
Regardless of the application of 5.2.1.6.1, all packages containing environmentally hazardous substances (UN Nos. 3077 and 3082) shall bear a Class 9 hazard label.”
	We were supportive of a clarification.  A similar clarification was also agreed to at the ICAO DGP meeting.   However we expressed concern that the proposed text may inadvertently draw in a requirement to label even limited quantities of such materials and that some editorial amendments were necessary.

Result:  The proposal was adopted with minor amendments.

	INF.25
	Application of hazard label for environmentally hazardous substances (IATA)

In this paper IATA proposes revised text based on concerns that the language proposed in 2009/33 would require even limited quantity packages to bear a label.  IATA proposes to add the following note under the existing paragraph 5.2.1.6.3 as follows:

5.2.1.6.3 
The environmentally hazardous substance mark shall be as shown in Figure 5.2.2. For packagings, the dimensions shall be 100 mm × 100 mm, except in the case of packages of such dimensions that they can only bear smaller marks. For transport units (see 5.3.2.3.1), the minimum dimensions shall be 250 mm × 250 mm.

NOTE: 
Displaying the environmentally hazardous substance mark does not dispense from applying the relevant labelling provisions of section 5.2.2.
	

	INF.27
	In this paper, Sweden expresses support for IATA’s proposed clarification and suggests an additional amendment to the existing 5.2.1.6.2 as follows:

5.2.1.6.2 
The environmentally hazardous substance mark shall be located adjacent to the markings required by 5.2.1.1 and the class 9 label. The requirements of 5.2.1.2 and 5.2.1.4 shall be met. 


	We did not initially oppose this proposal.  The proposed text would clarify the placement of the marking and also help to clarify that the Class 9 label is required.  However during discussions it was deemed that requiring all of the relevant markings and the hazard label to be adjacent to one another may be unnecessarily restrictive.
Result:  The proposal was not adopted.

	2009/34
	The position of the word WASTE on the transport document in the Model Regulations and RID/ADR/AND (UK)

In this paper the UK notes that the ADR/RID/AND requires the word WASTE to precede the UN number rather than the proper shipping name as stipulated by the UN Model Regulations.  The UK proposes that the UN Model Regulations be aligned with the ADR/RID/AND but notes that if the Sub-Committee is not in favor of the proposal, that a subsequent proposal will be taken to the Joint Meeting to align the ADR/RID/AND with the UN Model Regulations.
	We did not support this proposal.  The Sub-Committee made a conscious decision to require the UN number first in the sequence of information, in large part to aid in hazard recognition for handling and emergency response. Therefore we do not see a safety justification to amend the requirement.   The Sub-Committee has in the past taken the position that the safety interests of the Model Regulation provisions take precedent over why the dangerous goods are being transported.

 

Result:  The proposal was withdrawn.  The UK indicated that the Joint Meeting had agreed to amend the ADR to be consistent with the UN text.

	INF.19
	The position of the word WASTE on the transport document (USA)

In this paper, we oppose the proposal made by the United Kingdom in 2009/34 to align the UN Model Regulations with ADR/RID/AND and require the word WASTE to precede the UN number rather than the proper shipping name.  The proposed amendment would reverse the conscious decision of the Sub-Committee that the UN# be first in sequence to facilitate emergency response. The ADR/RID/AND are the only regulations not aligned with the UN requirement in this regard.  We suggest that the ADR/RID/AND align with the UN requirement which has existed for many years and implemented throughout the modes.
	U.S. Proposal



	2009/35
	Amendment of Special Provision 240 (Germany)

In this paper, Germany discusses the need to clarify the requirements associated with lithium powered vehicles such as E-bikes.

Germany proposes to amend SP 240 to read as follows:

“This entry only applies to vehicles and equipment powered by wet batteries and sodium batteries or lithium batteries and transported with these batteries installed. Examples of such vehicles and equipment are electrically-powered cars, lawnmowers, wheelchairs or other mobility aids. Hybrid electric vehicles powered by both an internal combustion engine and wet batteries, sodium batteries or lithium batteries, lithium metal batteries or lithium ion batteries, transported with the battery(ies) installed shall be consigned under the entries UN 3166 VEHICLE, FLAMMABLE GAS POWERED or UN 3166 VEHICLE, FLAMMABLE LIQUID POWERED, as appropriate. Vehicles which contain a fuel cell shall be consigned under the entries UN 3166 VEHICLE, FUEL CELL, FLAMMABLE GAS POWERED or UN 3166 VHICLE, FUEL CELL, FLAMMABLE LIQUID POWERED, as appropriate. Equipment which contains lithium metal batteries or lithium ion batteries shall be consigned under the entries UN 3091 LITHIUM METAL BATTERIES CONTAINED IN EQUIMENT or UN 3481 LITHIUM ION BATTERIES CONTAINESD IN EQUIPMENT, as appropriate.”.

In addition Germany proposes that in SP 312 the words “or lithium batteries” be replaced with “lithium metal batteries or lithium ion batteries” (twice).
	We do not support this proposal as written.  We agree that clarification to the provision would be helpful to ensure that lithium batteries contained in equipment are transported under UN 3091 or 3481 as appropriate.  However, this proposal will require vehicles powered by lithium batteries to be transported as lithium batteries contained in equipment and for the vehicle to be packaged according to PI903.  

The shipper is responsible for assigning the most applicable description.  If the majority of Sub-Committee members feel there is a need to develop text to clarify that we are willing to work with others to prepare a more appropriate proposal for the next session.

Result: A working group was held to more fully consider the implications of the proposal.  

	2009/36
	Transport of different substances in the same tank compartment or the same tank (Germany)

In this paper, Germany proposes a number of amendments to Part 4 of the model regulations to address cleaning and purging of portable tanks.  Among the proposed amendments is a specific exclusion against transport of substances capable of reacting dangerously in the same or adjoining compartments of a compartmentalized tank.  In addition, Germany proposes that the definition of a dangerous reaction be moved to 1.2.1 to eliminate the need to continually define the term whenever it is used throughout the UN MR.

Insert the following definition in 1.2.1:

“Dangerous reaction means

(a)
Combustion and/or evolution of considerable heat;

(b)
Evolution of flammable, toxic or asphyxiant gases; 

(c)
The formation of corrosive substances;

(d)
The formation of unstable substances;

(e)
Dangerous rise in pressure (for tanks only).”
	We did not oppose including the definition of a dangerous reaction in 1.2.1 and making appropriate consequential amendments to the UN MR.  We were not convinced however that the detailed amendments to Part 4 concerning the cleaning and purging of tanks is necessary.  We believe the Model Regulations already sufficiently address the issue of ensuring materials cannot react dangerously, and that the details on cleaning and purging are operational issues that need not be included in the Model Regulations.

Result: The proposal was not adopted.  Germany indicated they would submit a revised proposal and asked that delegates forward any comments prior to the next session.

	2009/37
	Safe stacking load on IBCs (ICCP)

In this paper ICCP proposes to amend the stacking mark for IBCs to ensure that the maximum stackable gross mass only applies during transport.  ICCP cites misunderstandings in storage situations.

[image: image1.emf]
	We did not support this proposal.  The UN Model Regulations clearly only apply to transport.  In addition, we are not convinced there is any evidence to support higher stacking in non-transport situations, and are concerned that the revised marking could be misinterpreted to exclude storage incidental to transport, which in some regions is considered a part of transport.   

The transport provisions test to 1.8 times the combined maximum permissible gross mass of the number of similar IBCs that may be stacked on top of the IBC during transport.   There is no limit on the stacking load an IBC may be designed to handle, but the 1.8 factor provides a safety margin.

Result: The proposal was not adopted.

	INF.24
	Comments on ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2009/37 (ICCP) Safe stacking load on IBCs  + An additional proposal about a similar symbol on large packagings (Sweden)

In this paper Sweden expresses its concerns about the adoption of the ICCP proposal.  In addition, Sweden proposes to add a new 6.6.3.3 to require the stacking markings for large packagings in addition to IBCs.
	Regarding the ICCP proposal, we expressed concerns similar to those expressed by Sweden.  We also expressed support for considering the addition of the proposed new 6.6.3.3 to require stacking markings on large packagings.  Large packagings pose similar stacking concerns to IBCs and the proposed markings would enhance safety by ensuring such packagings are not stacked in an unsafe manner.  However we expressed our preference that the issue be deferred until the following session to allow for a more thorough review of the practical and safety implications of the proposal.

Result:  There was general support for the proposal to adopt the stacking marking for large packagings.  However, recognizing that some delegations required more time to review the proposal, Sweden agreed to withdraw its proposal and will re-submit it at the following session.

	2009/39
	Requirements for packagings - 4.1.4.1 Packing instructions concerning the use of packagings (Italy)

In this paper Italy proposes the addition of a new packaging code to address boxes made from metals other than steel or aluminum (e.g. titanium):

4N Metal, other than steel or aluminium boxes

Italy proposes that the new 4N should be added after 4A and 4B within a number of Packing Instructions.
	We supported this proposal in principle.  The proposed 4N packaging code consistent with the existing 1N code for drums made from metal other than steel or aluminum.

Result:  There was general support for the proposal however several delegations questioned why the new code would be applied to certain packing instructions, in particular those which did not currently authorize 4A and 4B packagings.  Italy agreed to more thoroughly review the instructions proposed to be amended and submit a revised proposal to the following session.

	2009/40
	Fuels in machinery and equipment (UK)

In this paper the UK proposes to amend the Model Regulations to address instances where large amounts of fuel may be carried in machinery or equipment.  A new special provision attached to UN 1202, UN 1203, UN 1223, UN 1863 and UN 3475:
“SPXXX Substances of UN 1202, UN 1203, UN 1223, UN 1863 and UN 3475 when contained in machinery or equipment in quantities in excess of those amounts specified in Column 7a) of the Dangerous Goods List of Chapter 3.2 and is carried as a load for the functioning of this machinery or equipment are subject to the following conditions;

(a)
Any valves or openings between the machinery or equipment and the tank within or attached to such machinery or equipment shall be closed during carriage and;

(b)
The machinery or equipment shall be loaded in an orientation to prevent inadvertent leakage of fuel and secured by suitable means capable of restraining the machinery or equipment in a manner that will prevent any movement during carriage which would change the orientation or cause it to be damaged and; 

(c)
Where the fuel tank has a capacity greater than [500L] [1000L] [1500L] it shall be [labelled] [placarded] on [two opposite sides] [four sides] in accordance with [5.2.1.4] [5.3.1.2] [and transport documentation shall be carried].”.
	We expressed our support in principle for finding an appropriate solution to address the UK’s concerns.  We understand that the primary purpose of this proposal is to address large pieces of equipment such as generators which may contain quantities of fuel exceeding the amounts currently authorized under the “Dangerous goods in machinery or apparatus” proper shipping name.  We also note this provision may conflict with the provisions of UN3166, particularly dealing with fuel in tank requirements.  

The UK is requesting comment from the Sub-Committee on this issue.  We believe any future proposal will need to take account of DG as fuel (UN3166) and DG contained within equipment in quantities excess of the limits authorized under the “Dangerous goods in machinery or apparatus” (UN3363).

Result:  The UK expressed appreciation for the comments received and stated they would prepare a revised proposal for consideration at the following session.


	2009/41

INF.16
	Pressurized adhesives in gas cylinders (ICCA)

In this paper ICCA proposes to add new entries to the DG list to account for situations where pressurized liquids are transported in cylinders resulting in the cylinder containing both a liquid and a gas.  Two new names are proposed as follows:

3XXX
PRESSURIZED CHEMICAL , NON FLAMMABLE, 2.2

3YYY
PRESSURIZED CHEMICAL , FLAMMABLE, 2.1
Further amendments to Part 4, including a new packing instruction to address refillable and non-refillable cylinders, are also proposed to specifically address pressurized chemical sprays.  In addition, amendments to portable tank instruction T50 are proposed in order to account for such spray applications.
	We expressed our support for working towards an appropriate resolution to this issue.  We understand the difficulty in selecting an appropriate proper shipping name for such pressurized applications and agree that new entries in the dangerous goods list may be appropriate.  We participated in a lunchtime working group which addressed the issue and provided a number of comments on the classification and packaging aspects of the proposal.

Result: The paper was reviewed by a lunchtime working group.  There was general support for the proposal in principle.  However, numerous recommendations were made to improve the proposal.  ICCA agreed to submit a revised proposal for consideration at the following session.

	2009/42
	Maximum net quantity (ICCA)

At its thirty-fourth session the Sub-Committee adopted a proposal from ICCA (see ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2008/64) to amend P601 and P602 by replacing “maximum capacity of 1 litre” by “maximum net quantity of 1 litre” in order to allow inner packagings to be actually filled with 1 liter of product. During the discussion however several delegates pointed out that the problem was not confined to packing instructions P601 and P602 and suggested revisiting the issue in a more global context. ICCA has now undertaken such a review and has indeed identified a number of amendments that could be made.
	We supported this proposal in principle.  We agree that referencing a quantity rather than a capacity is more appropriate for inner packagings.  The amendments enhance consistency and will facilitate compliance.  However, we questioned why ICCA proposes to limit this approach to receptacles with a maximum inner volume of less than 60 liters and inner packagings of combination packages.

Result:  The proposal was not adopted.  ICCA agreed to prepare a revised proposal based on comments received.

	2009/43
INF.52
	Proposal for a new proper shipping name for ultracapacitors (KFI)

At its previous session the Sub-Committee considered KFI’s proposal in document ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2009/13 for a new proper shipping name for “ultracapacitors”. The Sub Committee generally agreed that a proper shipping name for ultracapacitors would be appropriate and provided a number of useful comments on the proposal. KFI agreed to submit this revised proposal taking those comments into account.  The proposal addresses each comment individually and presents a revised approach taking the comments into account.
	We did not support this proposal as written.  We are supportive of addressing ultracapacitors specifically within the UN Model Regulations and support a new shipping description to be added to the dangerous goods list.  However, we believe the regulatory provisions for these articles must adequately address both the chemical and electrical hazard in both packaged form and when contained in equipment.  We provided a synopsis of our technical concerns with the proposed provisions.

Result:  There was general support in principle for addressing such capacitors within the Model Regulations.  However the majority of the Sub-Committee did not believe the proposal as written was sufficient to address the safety risks posed by such capacitors in transport.  DGAC submitted INF.52 responding to comments made during the session and agreed to present a revised proposal taking into account comments received during the meeting.

	2009/44
INF.49
	Portable tanks instructions for Division 4.3 liquids (USA)

In this proposal, we note that the existing tank assignments for Division 4.3 liquids should be further aligned with the rationalized approach provided in the Guiding Principles for the Development of the UN Model Regulations (see http://www.unece.org/trans/danger/publi/unrec/GuidingPrinciples/GuidingPrinciplesRev15_e.html).  This paper proposes appropriate amendments to the portable tank assignments for Division 4.3 liquids currently authorized in portable tanks to ensure a systematic approach is achieved.
	U.S. Proposal

Result:  The proposal was adopted.  It was agreed to add a transition period to address the substance whose T-Code was amended – i.e. UN 3148 (see INF.49).

	INF.20
	Portable tank instructions for Division 4.3 liquids (USA)

In this paper, we provide additional proposals relevant to the transport of Division 4.3 liquids in portable tanks.  Specifically, we address those liquids which do not currently have tank assignments.  The proposed assignments are in line with the rationalized approach provided in the Guiding Principles, however we also propose one amendment to the rationalized approach to ensure that such liquids which can ignite in contact with water or moist air are assigned T22.  The proposed T22 assignment is consistent with the assignment for pyrophoric liquids, which pose similar hazards.
	U.S. Proposal

Result:  This proposal was withdrawn based on comments received and a revised proposal will be submitted taking into account those comments.  Specifically, a number of delegates commented that the proposed T-Code for a number of the substances in question, T22, was based on a substance whose tank assignment was not consistent with the Guiding Principles – UN 2845, Pyrophoric liquid, n.o.s.  While UN 2845 is assigned T22 in the Dangerous Goods List, the T-Code shown in the Guiding Principles is T21.  It was agreed the appropriate tank code should be further reviewed taking into account the portable tanks currently in use within other national and regional regulations.    

	2009/45
INF.55
	“De minimis” quantities of dangerous goods (USA)

Following positive discussions at the July session (see UN/SCETDG/35/INF.24 and INF.59) this document proposes provisions for adoption within the UN Model Regulations Chapter 3.5.  The proposed provisions would address de minimis quantities as an extension of the existing excepted quantity provisions.  This approach, as well as the proposed quantity and material type authorizations, is consistent with that provided for by the HMR in Section 173.4 and provides a high level of safety in transport of extremely small quantities of dangerous goods.
	U.S. Proposal

Result: The proposal was adopted with minor editorial amendments (see INF.55).

	2009/46
	Information on decisions taken by the ICAO Dangerous Goods Panel (ICAO)

This paper informs the UN TDG SCOE of the outcome of discussions on two key issues related to the work of the UN TDG SCOE – (1) adoption of revised requirements for limited quantities and (2) outcome of the Panel’s initial discussions regarding improved multimodal harmonization.
	There were no proposals in this paper.

	2009/47
	Clarification of text related to classification of lithium cells and batteries in the Manual of Tests and Criteria (ICAO)

In this paper ICAO notes that during discussions by the ICAO DGP, some members believed that the UN Test Manual text related to the testing of lithium cells and batteries should be enhanced to make it clear that batteries must be tested even when the component cells have already been tested.

ICAO proposes that the following note be added under paragraph 38.3.2.1 of the Manual of Tests and Criteria:

“NOTE: 
Batteries are subject to the tests required by special provisions 188 and 230 of Chapter 3.3 of the Model Regulations irrespective of whether the cells of which they are composed have been so tested.”
	We supported this proposal in principle.  We suggested that the proposed text be adopted provisionally pending review of the results of decisions taken by the Lithium Battery Working Group.

Result:  The Sub-Committee agreed to adopt the note in square brackets, noting that the issue had also been discussed by the lithium battery informal working group.  



	INF.23
	Comments on ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2009/47 (Sweden)

In this paper Sweden proposes to amend the proposed text offered by ICAO as follows:

“NOTE: 
Batteries Units such as battery packs, modules and battery assemblies are subject to the tests required by special provisions 188 and 230 of Chapter 3.3 of the Model Regulations irrespective of whether the cells of which they are composed have been so tested.”.
	We did not support this proposal.  The language proposed is ambiguous and uses the undefined term “units”.  We indicated our preference to consider the text agreed to by the Lithium Battery Working Group.

Result: Based on comments, Sweden withdrew the proposal.

	2009/48
	Excepted Quantity provisions for aviation regulated substances (liquid and solid) (ICAO)

In this paper ICAO reports that it has taken a decision to authorize aviation regulated substances to be transported as excepted quantities.  ICAO asks that the UN align with this decision noting that the materials are only regulated by the air mode and therefore it was appropriate that the decision be taken by ICAO in this instance.
	We supported this proposal.  The proposed EQ provision – E1 – is appropriate and we supported the decision at ICAO.

Result:  The proposal was adopted.

	2009/51
INF.3

INF.39
	Possible use of flexible bulk container (FBCs) for the transport of dangerous goods (IDGCA)

In this paper IDGCA proposes to establish a new bulk container specification “BK3” to address applications where large flexible packages are used to contain certain PG II and PG III solid materials.  A specific list of materials is provided.
	We supported this proposal in principle.  We reviewed the materials proposed for authorization as well as the construction and testing provisions to ensure that the proposed provisions provide a high level of safety that is at least equivalent to that of other currently authorized packagings for such materials.  We provided comments to IDGCA which will be addressed in an amended version they will submit to the following session.

Result:  IDGCA agreed to submit an amended proposal to the following session.

	2009/52
	Pictogram for gases under pressure (Germany and the United Kingdom and the European Industrial Gases Association (EIGA))
In this paper Germany and the UK propose to amend the GHS Class 2 hazard communication requirements to remove the requirement to display the cylinder pictogram for gases.  The paper notes that in transport the cylinder pictogram is only used for certain gases – namely oxidizers and non-flammable gases.  The paper also notes that other Divisions such as Division 1.5 and 1.6 explosives do not require the corresponding pictogram.  

The paper states that removing the pictogram from the GHS for the purposes of supply and use would have the following advantages/consequences:

(a)
The number of pictograms to be applied is reduced;

(b)
The information about the pressure hazard is still communicated via the hazard statement;

(c)
The inconsistency with regard to the different meanings of the symbol "gas cylinder" under the GHS and TDG would be avoided;

(d)
Transport is not affected and consistency with transport is maintained all the same.
	This proposal relates to the GHS text relevant to hazard communication for gases (Class 2) but does not affect the UN Model Regulations.  

Result:  The proposal was considered by the GHS Sub-Committee but was not adopted.  A majority of the delegations supported retaining the Class 2 pictogram on all pressure vessels including cylinders, noting that non-transport personnel would not be trained in recognizing the transport labels which do not in all cases employ a cylinder pictogram (i.e. in the case of 2.1 or 2.3 gases).


	INF.8
	Assignment of SP 274 (CEFIC)

In this paper CEFIC proposes to assign SP 274 to UN 1707, THALLIUM COMPOUND, N.O.S., and UN 2571 (ALKYLSULPHURIC ACIDS).
	During the previous biennium the Sub-Committee agreed to the addition of SP 274 to a number of substances based on certain criteria.  While we did not support those efforts, we considered that these minor edits were consistent with the rationale agreed to by the Sub-Committee and did not oppose this proposal.

Result: The proposal was adopted.

	INF.10
	Classification of nitroglycerin solution in alcohol (IATA)
In this paper IATA proposes the addition of special provision XXX to be assigned against UN 0144 (NITROGLYCERIN SOLUTION IN ALCOHOL with more than 1% but not more than 10% nitroglycerin) as follows:

XXX
Nitroglycerin solution in alcohol with more than 1% but not more than 5% nitroglycerin may be classified in Class 3 and assigned to UN 3064 provided all the requirements of packing instruction P300 are complied with.
	We supported this proposal.  It clarifies the applicability of the UN 0144 description.

Result: The proposal was adopted.

	INF.12
	Classification of Pesticides (Germany)

This paper proposes to amend paragraph 2.6.2.4 in one of the following ways:


(a) 
“All active pesticide substances and their preparations for which the LC50 and/or LD50 values are known and which are classified in Division 6.1 shall be classified under appropriate packing groups in accordance with the criteria given in 2.6.2.2. Substances and preparations which are characterized by subsidiary risks shall be classified according to the precedence of hazard table in Chapter 2.0 with the assignment of appropriate classes and packing groups as is the rule for all other dangerous goods.”


(b) “All active pesticide substances and their preparations for which the LC50 and/or LD50 values are known and which are classified in Division 6.1 shall be classified under appropriate packing groups in accordance with the criteria given in 2.6.2.2. Substances and preparations which are characterized by subsidiary risks shall always be classified in Division 6.1. The subsidiary risk shall only be considered for the assignment of the appropriate packing group according to the precedence of hazard table in Chapter 2.0 with the assignment of appropriate packing groups.”
	We did not consider that the proposed amendments were necessary.  In our view it is sufficiently clear that pesticides exhibiting multiple hazards must be classified in accordance with the general rules of precedence already defined in the Model Regulations.

Result:  The proposal was not adopted.

	INF.21

INF.45
	Comments on paper ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2009/16/Rev.1 (UK)
In this paper, the UK proposes amendments to the provisions for salvage receptacles adopted by the Sub-Committee at its previous session.  Specifically, the UK proposes to amend the adopted text to ensure that such salvage cylinders may be used for cylinders containing liquids and solids as well as gases.

Comments on paper ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2009/16/Rev.1 (CGA)
In this paper, CGA expresses support for a number of the proposals in INF.21 and also offers a number of additional recommendations to further enhance the text adopted relevant to salvage pressure receptacles.
	We supported this proposal.

Result:  A number of delegates expressed concern that the proposals in the informal document required further consideration.  It was agreed to defer consideration to the following session.

	INF.26
	Packing of aerosols according to P003 (FEA)

In this paper, FEA notes that the current text of P003 PP17 restricts the net mass for 1950 and 2037 when non-specification outer packagings are used.  FEA proposes to increase the authorized net mass when UN specification packagings are used.  The proposed maximum net mass would be equivalent to the maximum net mass authorized for the specification packaging in question (e.g. 400 kg for 4G fiberboard boxes).

PP17 For UN Nos. 1950 and 2037, packages shall not exceed 55kg net mass for fibreboard packagings or 125 kg net mass for other packagings. If packagings are used for UN No 1950 with a design type approval according to 4.1.1.3 the maximum net mass for the packaging type in 6.1.4 is allowed.
	We supported this proposal in principle.  We recognize that the existing limitations in PP17 were based on the fact that the outer packagings considered are non-specification.  If UN Specification packaging is used, authorizing an increased maximum net mass appears reasonable.  Although we note that generally packing instructions take a tiered approach for setting net mass limits based on the packing group of the material in question (see P001 or P002 for example), we recognize that aerosols themselves are fairly robust articles and are already subject to certain design and testing provisions.  Therefore allowing an increased net mass when specification packaging is used may be appropriate.

Result:  A number of delegates indicated they needed more time to review the proposal.  FEA agreed to re-submit the proposal to the following session.

	INF.28
	Review of the UN Test Series 7 - Report of the Working Group (WG Chair)

This paper provides the report of the UN Test Series 7 Intercessional Working Group held in Bath on 20 and 21 October 2009.  
	There were no proposals in this paper.  The working group’s recommendations will be considered in June, 2010 by the Explosives Working Group.  The UK intends to develop formal proposals for consideration at the June Session.

	INF.30
	Decisions Taken by IMO (IMO)

In this paper IMO reports specific decisions taken by the DSC Sub-Committee at its 14th session which should be considered by the TDG Sub-Committee.
	This report contained a number of proposals based on decisions taken by IMO at the 14th Session of its DSC Sub-Committee.

Result:  The TDG Sub-Committee reviewed the report and took the following decisions in principle (the Expert from France volunteered to prepare a comprehensive proposal for the next session):

3.2.5 – The Sub-Committee agreed to consider a future written proposal to address the additional text adopted by IMO relative to mixtures and solutions.

3.2.6 – Based on IMO’s decision to regulate vehicles, the Sub-Committee agreed to an editorial revision of the assigned special provisions to clarify that vehicles are now regulated by both air and sea modes.

3.2.7 – The Sub-Committee agreed to consider clarifying the wording “are not to be accepted for transport” used in several special provisions but preferred to take a more comprehensive approach and ensuring consistent wording was agreed to and used throughout the Model Regulations.

3.2.9 – It was agreed to further consider whether the the proper shipping names for UN 1471 PG II and PG III should be aligned with those in the IMDG Code, which specify percentages of available chlorine and oxygen.

3.2.10 – The Sub-Committee agreed to consider the addition of SP 274 to UN 1707.

3.2.15 – The Sub-Committee agreed to consider a written proposal to clarify the text of 5.2.1.7.1 regarding the use orientation arrows.

	INF.31
	Revision of Packing Instruction 903 (UK)

In this paper the UK proposes a number of amendments to PI 903 in order to clarify the applicable packaging requirements for lithium batteries.  The clarifications are in line with similar clarifications agreed to by the ICAO Dangerous Goods Panel.
	We supported this proposal.  A number of delegations however were not convinced that the amendments were entirely appropriate.  After a lengthy discussion the UK withdrew the proposal.
Result: The proposal was not adopted.

	INF.34
	Electric Storage Systems (Recharge and PRBA)

This paper provides an analysis of the hazards posed by various energy storage systems including fuel cell cartridges, batteries of all kinds, and ultracapacitors.  The analysis addresses the potential chemical and electrical hazards posed by these various energy storage systems.  The paper states that in view of the differing hazards posed by the various types of systems, the present classification system of the UN Model Regulations would not benefit from the addition of a new class to attempt to address all energy storage systems.
	There were no proposals in this paper.  The Sub-Committee took note of the information provided and agreed it may be helpful to future work on the subject.
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