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SCOPE 

This paper provides more data in support of a 1.4C classification of “Powder, smokeless” and 
addresses issues raised by the expert from Australia. 
 
RELATED DOCUMENTS  

 
ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2007/12 - (SAAMI) 
ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2007/17 - (Australia) 
UN/SCETDG/31/INF.7 - (Australia) 

 
Introduction 
 
1. In document ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2007/12 the Sporting Arms and Ammunition Manufacturers’ 

Institute (SAAMI) have proposed a new entry for smokeless powder under division 1.4 compatibility 
group C on the basis that when packaged in 3.7 kg inner packages or less it meets the test criteria for 
assigning to 1.4C.  

2. Further data supporting the proposal is contained in this informal paper. 
 
3. Comments in UN/SCETDG/31/INF.7 are addressed. 
 
Issues 
 
4. Extensive test results exist which demonstrate that smokeless powder in the proposed packaging 

meet 1.4C specifications. Data has been obtained continuously from burn testing of new products 
since before 1980, and for the last 15 years the tests have been conducted according to the Series 6 
tests. Actually, five 6A tests have been performed per product instead of the normally mandated 
three tests. The products would be classified as 1.4C if an appropriate proper shipping name existed, 
but barring that, they have been assigned to 1.3C. A representative test report is included showing 
1.4 results on eight different smokeless powders, including forty 6(a) tests and eight 6(c) tests. 
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5. Over 120 variations of smokeless powder are on the market and shipping as 4.1 flammable solids in 
North America, all of them tested, and would be candidates for 1.4C approval. Propellants produced 
globally are also tested to the same criteria when shipping within North America. 

6. SAAMI advocates a 1.4C classification to harmonize the classification of this product globally in 
3.73 kg max inner packages. It currently utilizes an exception in the USA, a permit in Canada, and 
elsewhere is shipped as 1.3C just like a 45 kg keg. 

7. In ST/SG/AC.10/C/3/2007/12, SAAMI stated that smokeless powder typically meets the test criteria 
for 1.4C. The great majority of products submitted for testing have been approved or permitted in the 
US and Canada as a flammable solid, with test results which would qualify for the 1.4C rating. Any 
products failing the tests have not been approved for transportation, unless modified and later 
passing the tests to gain approval. 

8. No smokeless propellant ships without competent authority approval. The proposal does not seek 
any automatic reclassification. Any smokeless powder submitted for transport as 1.4C would first 
have to receive competent authority approval based upon retesting or reevaluation of existing test 
results, at the discretion of the competent authority. 

9. In ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2007.INF.7, the expert from Australia raised two concerns: 
 
* Requests testing of large volumes of propellants in closed transport units. 
* Do classifications based on the UN test scheme remain valid for large shipments? 
 
These concerns are addressed as follows: 

(a) The main concern in INF.7 appears to be the confinement of ocean freight container 
shipments especially within the maritime mode. 

(b) Testing of large volumes is prohibitive due to feasibility and cost. However a test report 
exists from Finland which addresses large quantity fires in freight containers. Three tests 
were performed of approximately 7,000 kg each in packagings exceeding 3.73 kg each, 
which were open on at least one side, which speeds propagation and is a worse case than the 
proposed packagings. No explosions occurred. 

(c) In the 1980’s, a semi-truckload of over 10,000 kg of smokeless powder burned due to a 
vehicular accident. No explosion occurred. The inner packagings were a size of 3.73 kg or 
less. 

(d) In the 1990’s a truck containing approximately 7,000 kg of smokeless in 45.4 kg drums 
impacted a bridge causing a fire. No explosion occurred. 

(e) If the Committee remains concerned about a 1.4C product in a freight container in the 
maritime mode, the proposal can be modified to exclude the maritime mode until additional 
testing is performed. 

(f) Australia also asks in INF.7 whether the classifications applied to these materials as a result 
of the UN test system remain valid for large volume shipments. This appears to be related to 
the concerns expressed in ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2007/17. This is a larger question applicable to 
all Class 1 materials, and must be addressed with all Class 1 classifications in mind. The 
concerns in ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2007/17 should be addressed in the Explosives Working 
Group before a decision is reached on a single product such as smokeless powder. 

___________ 




















































































