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Introduction

1.
The working group met from 22 to 24 June 2009 in a parallel session to the plenary meeting of the Sub-Committee on the Transport of Dangerous Goods. Experts from Belgium, Canada, Germany, France, Ireland, Japan, the Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, UK, USA, CLEPA, COSTHA, ICCA, ICPP and SAAMI participated in the working group. The group was tasked to discuss technical matters related to submitted official and information papers. 
2.
The following papers were discussed, in the order given below.
	ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2009/12 (Spain) + UN/SCETDG/35/INF.32 (Sweden)
	2.1.3.5. Assignment of fireworks to hazard divisions – shot tube

	ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2009/22 (USA) +
UN/SCETDG/35/INF.30 (UK)
	Criteria for excluding articles from Class 1

	UN/SCETDG/35/INF.31 (Secretariat)
	HSL Flash Composition Test

	ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2009/11 (Chairman of the Working Group)
	Report of the Working Group on Desensitized Explosives

	UN/SCETDG/35/INF.16 (IATA)
	Definition of Net Explosive Mass

	UN/SCETDG/35/INF.17 (Sweden)
	Interpretation – Packing instruction P902 and LP902 assigned to air bag inflators, 
air bag modules and seatbelt pretensioners

	UN/SCETDG/35/INF.39 (IME)
	UN Test Series 6

	UN/SCETDG/35/INF.41 (UK)
	Review of the UN Test Series 7

	UN/SCETDG/35/INF.42 (UK)
	Test Series 7 Intersessional Working Group

	ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2009/24 (IATA)
	Classification of nitroglycerin solution in alcohol


3.
2.1.3.5. Assignment of fireworks to hazard divisions – shot tube. 

Documents …C.3/2009/12 (Spain) and INF32 (Sweden))
Spain indicated that they supported the proposals given in INF.32 since they were more comprehensive. There was general support for the principle of improving the entries for shot tubes. Driven by recent concerns on fireworks design, the expert from the UK indicated that he was developing a proposal regarding the definition of shot tubes and mines. 
The working group agreed that it would be best to await the UK proposal.

4.
Criteria for excluding articles from Class 1. 

Documents …C.3/2009/22 (USA) and INF.30 (UK))
The expert from the USA presented the proposals given in document 2009/22. He reminded the group that this subject has been discussed many times over the decade without having firm proposals and that the USA paper serves as a basis for discussions.

There was wide support for having uniform criteria to assure uniformity and to avoid ambiguity. 

The working group agreed that the scope of the proposals would be limited to the exceptions mentioned in paragraph 2.1.1.1 (b) of the Model Regulations.
There was also consensus not to define the quantity or character of the explosive substances contained in the candidate article but to rely on the test results for the hazards listed in 2.1.1.1(b).

5.
The proposed criteria were discussed in depth. 

(a) The maximum temperature of the exterior of the article (200º C) is based on the ignition temperature of paper. The expert from COSTHA related information from the NFPA that this temperature would also be suitable for foams and plastics. Several experts committed themselves to search for the ignition temperature of other materials likely to come into contact with these articles. There was a discussion on flames (because they are specifically mentioned in 2.1.1.1 (b)) and it was proposed to use the paper test described in the 6(d) test, taking the IME comments in INF.39 into account.
(b) Some articles are designed to release a component in their intended functioning. The hazards associated with those parts should be addressed as well. It was proposed to mention them as “separable components”. The expert from the UK proposed to establish a limit on the kinetic energy of any part moved from the testing point. At first glance, the table in Figure 16.6.1.1 of the Manual provides good guidance on the kinetic energy of fragments when moved one meter from the testing point. It was agreed that more time was needed to consider the consequences of setting a limit on either kinetic energy or on distance regardless of the mass.
(c) Concerning the noise, it was agreed that information on European standards regarding worker’s safety would be provided for consideration. This would be a limit of 135 dB(C) for peak sound level. The comparison with, for instance, USA standards can then be made and perhaps common criteria can be established.

(d) The criterion for smoke is a difficult issue. What hazards does the smoke pose? Should the nature (e.g. flammable or toxic) of the smoke generated be included in the considerations? It was suggested that a measure like obscuration or transmission might be a better way of expressing the amount of smoke and the time in which the smoke is formed is of importance as well. 
6.
Earlier proposals from Canada and the Netherlands concerning a test method for exclusion from Class 1 were recalled (ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/1998/67 and INF.10 from the 13th session), copies will be distributed to the working group members. It was also agreed that all members would check which articles might be influenced by this proposal and whether the consequences (in or out of Class 1, not regulated article) would be generally acceptable. Threshold values for the proposed criteria might have to be adjusted accordingly. 

The expert from the USA indicated that he would prepare a new proposal for the December meeting allowing sufficient time for consideration.

7.
HSL Flash Composition Test

Document INF.31 (secretariat))
The expert from the UK apologised for the errors in Annex 2 of ST/SG/AC.10/36/Add.2 and explained the reasons behind it. 
The working group confirmed that the latest version of the text and drawing were indeed the correct ones.

8.
Report of the Working Group on Desensitized Explosives
Document …/C.3/2009/11)
The expert from the UK has made a historic review on the desensitised explosives entries. The overview will be shared with the working group members. It appears that a number of entries originate from national legislation dating back to the 1920’s. Other entries have been added later on and other entries come from the alignment of the UN Dangerous Goods list with the ADR Dangerous Goods list. The need of retaining some of the old entries is questioned, some entries might be grouped together.

The nitrocellulose industry producing industrial NC for printing inks and other industrial applications (ICCA/ENA) has performed 6(a) and 6(c) tests, the results will be presented and shared with the members of the working group. 

The way ahead pointed out in the December 2008 meeting is considered to be still valid, the point is that there is a need for data to assign the several entries to the different hazard levels. From that starting point the hazard communication can be developed.
All experts are encouraged to submit data through correspondence with the working group members.

9.
Definition of Net Explosive Mass
Document INF.16 (IATA))
There was some discussion on the need for stating the net explosive mass but since it is an established requirement in all regulations, a separate proposal would be required for future discussions.
Several definitions were found (Australian Explosives code, ADR, UK regulations) and were rather similar. 

The group felt that a definition that covers both substances and articles is preferred. 
Taking the proposal from IATA as a basis, the group agreed on the following definition:

“Net explosive mass (NEM). Also known as net explosive quantity (NEQ), net explosive content (NEC), or net explosive weight (NEW) is the total mass of the explosive substances, without the packagings, casings, etc.”
10.
Interpretation – Packing instruction P902 and LP902
Document INF.17 (Sweden))

The possibility of using dedicated handling devices, etc. was implemented for practical reasons related to supply and use. When looking at packing instruction P902 and LP902 it is not immediately clear but special provisions 280 and 289 still apply even when the products are transported in dedicated handling devices. This guarantees that such a transport operation involving dedicated handling devices has the same level of safety as for packaged products.

The experts from CLEPA and COSTHA indicated that there are frequent problems when transporting articles in dedicated handling devices. These devices are, wrongfully, viewed as packagings by some inspectors and the absence of UN marking is then questioned. The wording of P902 and LP902 can be improved to avoid these misunderstandings by changing to:

“Packaged articles

The following packagings are authorized, provided that the general provisions of 4.1.1 and 4.1.3 are met: 

Packagings conforming to the packing group III performance level. The packagings shall be designed and constructed to prevent movement of the articles and inadvertent operation during normal conditions of transport.

Unpackaged articles

The articles may also be transported unpackaged in dedicated handling devices, vehicles, containers or wagons when moved from where they are manufactured to an assembly plant.”
The working group requests the Sub-Committee to consider implementing this change.
11.
UN Test Series 6
Document INF.39 (IME))

The expert from IME could not attend the working group because of illness. However, the paper is rather self explanatory and clear so the working group could discuss the issues raised in the paper and provide feedback, guidance and answers. The discussion focused on the issues raised in paragraph 23 of the document.
(a) It was noted that “The competent authority has discretion to dispense with certain tests, to vary the details of tests, and to require additional tests when this is justified to obtain a reliable and realistic assessment of the hazard of a product.” (paragraph 1.1.2 of the Manual of Tests and Criteria). The expert from the USA explained that they would start with the 6(d) test and assess the observations to see whether 6(a) and 6(b) tests can be waived. Industry has already performed a number of 6(d) tests and the conclusion for their products was that the 6(d) test is more severe and discriminating. Since the 6(d) test only needs to be performed for the 8 entries listed in special provision 347, the possibility of replacing the 6(a) with the 6(d) test is limited to these entries.
(b) The 6(b) is not difficult to perform, although it is laborious. The test is performed in different ways in different countries and having a uniform confinement facilitates comparison. It was also noted that there are no scaling rules for confinement, so even if the working group would favour scaling (which was not the general feeling) it would not be feasible to give guidance on how to achieve that.
(c) The general feeling was that a scratch in a steel witness plate requires considerable kinetic energy. Assuming that the scratch was caused by (a part of) the article under test, it was concluded that, had the article be oriented differently, that part would have penetrated the packaging and thus failed the 6(d) test. For assessing results of 6(a) and 6(b) tests, scratches are generally not considered damage. Concerning exclusion of the effects of the initiator, the idea was mentioned of running a blank test with only the initiator and inert articles or other filling material. The damage observed in the real test can be compared with the damage in the blank test. With regards to the mounting of the test paper it is important that no heat sink (e.g. a backing plate) is present, since the test paper is there to assess whether the flames are capable of causing ignition of adjacent materials. The specification of the test paper can be adjusted with a wider margin, for instance 80 ± 10 g/m2. The working group proposes that these figures be included in the Manual of Tests and Criteria, paragraph 16.7.1.4. (b).
(d) Item d:

1. The IME paper mentions millions of 1.4S articles in existing stock. The working group believes it is difficult to provide appropriate guidance without knowing how long such stock would last. Currently, several authorities encourage industry to perform the 6(d) test to gain experience and be prepared for the formal implementation. After the implementation date new products obviously need to be subjected to the 6(d) test. For products already classified and approved the situation is less clear, but there was support for performing the 6(d) test on articles already approved.
2. This would be subject to the discretion of the competent authority on a case by case basis and there would be an expectation that compliance with 6(d) test criteria could be shown.
3. The advice on implementation of the 6(d) test that the working group gave to the plenary meeting in December 2008 was based on the assumption that the various modes would implement the changes to the Model Regulations in 2011. That would have given industry the time to perform tests and demonstrate compliance with the additional requirements of the 6(d) test. The working group agreed that there were no technical reasons to require a longer implementation time. Three countries indicated that they are likely to implement the requirements before the nominal transition period, but most countries expected that they are likely to implement in 2011.

(e) It was considered too soon to review the entries assigned to special provision 347. More experience and data are needed before any advice can be given.

12.
Test Series 7 Intersessional Working Group
Documents INF.41 + 42 (UK))

The expert from the UK indicated that in the process of reviewing test series 7, two objectives can be identified. On a short term the review of the article tests, on a longer term improvement of the substance tests. It was pointed out that the military community would need to make clear where the difficulties with the current series 7 are and how that can be improved.
The working group agreed that articles, other than detonating articles, should also be covered.

There was also agreement that fuzes should be included in the articles as well, provided that suitable measures will be taken to prevent inadvertent initiation as is included in INF.42.

It was also agreed that boosters can not fulfil all requirements of Extremely Insensitive Substances (EIS) and the proposal to use the tests and criteria for Very Insensitive Substances was supported by the working group.

INF.42 proposes that substances that are present in small quantities in the munition does not need to be subjected to test 5(a) and 5 (b). The practical reasons behind this proposal were understood by the working group, but some more data will be needed for the justification of the proposed limits. 
The text about small isolated auxiliary explosive components was not understood in its current description, rewording would probably make the proposal more clear and an example of such a component would be helpful.

The suggestion was made that the fragment impact test could replace the bullet impact test or that the two threats could possibly be combined to limit the number of tests.
The working group concluded that there is a need to review tests series 7, that it would need to be a joint effort of UN and the military community and that sufficient time should be taken to complete the short term objectives of the work. The majority of the working group was in favour of having an intersessional meeting in the near future.

13.
Classification of nitroglycerin solution in alcohol
Document …/C.3/2009/24 (IATA)
The working group agreed that classification of nitroglycerin mixtures in Class 3 depends on the packaging size, but that there is no need to have a special provision referring to the packing instruction since this is already listed in the dangerous goods list.
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