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Dear Ms. Engleman: 
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This i s  in referenoe to the National ~rmsportakon Safeiy Board's Szfety 
Recommendations 1-93-1and -2, stated below, which the Safety Board issued to the Research 
and Special Programs Administratioil (RSPA)on November 30, 1993. Tltese recommendations 
were issued to RSPA as a result of the Board's investigation of the M w h  1, 1993, incident 
iuvolving a leak from a compressed gas cylinder on a tractorfsemitrailer along Interstate 35 near 
Do8 Moines, Iowa. 

Coordinate with the Compressed Gas ANsociation, Inc. [CGA] ia mending 
Pampblet C-6, Standard for Visual inspection of Compressed Gas Cylinders, to 
raquire the use of a thread gauge, sUoh a.=l an L9 or equivalent, to mensure the 
interior section neck threads for acoeptance or rejection during periodic 
examination ofcylinders that am used to traaspost gases with ~orrosiveproperties, 

Prohiit the use of cylindem that do t~ot meet the acceptance criteria for cylinder 
neck threads established CGA P8mpkdet.C-6, Standard for Visual Inspeotion .QY 
Cornpremed Gas Cylinders. 

hprevious correspondence dated February 13, 2001, RSPA infhued the Safety Board 
that it was working with the CGA to develop an altemtive inspection metbod for determining 
the adequacy of neck threads during periodic nraminatian of oylin&ss bwauso RSPA and the 
CGA did not believe that use of a thread gauge, as catled for in 1-93-1,was a workable solution 
in that a thread gauge does not adequately detect thead corrosion that can ~ m l tin significant 
leakage, Jn our letter dated July 20, 2001, h e  Safety Board indicated that we looked forward to 
receiving the results of RSPA and 6GA's ~ E d sto develop an alternative &.peclion p r o g r a  
but because of the time that has elapsed, Safety R&ommendations E93-1and -2 were classified 
"Open-Unacceptable Response." 



The Safety Board pointed out againjia it$July 20, 2001, letter that the severity of the 
corrosion to the cylinder threads oh the c y b d m  involved in the Des Moines incident was not 
evident during the post-incident visual inspektiotis. Thus,visual iuspinspeotion alone should not be 
the criteria by which cylinders are rejeoted\of aooepted. The Safety Board is aware that the 
CGA's Pmpl~letC-6 was recently r ebed  d published last August. The revisions to Pamphlet3C-6do not ac~olnplish the objective &the 13, &d's recommendation in that criteria for accepting 
or rejecting cylinders are still based dfl visug @eotion father than some quantifiable measure 
of cyhnder neck thread&, such as a iaicro@ter br a oontrolled-diameter go/no-go device that 
gmges the thread crests in theL-9potion of the threads. Shoe the intent of the Board's Safety 
'Recommendatio~1-93-1and -2 has iiot bee4 met, and iaview of the hee that has elapsed since 
the recommendations were issubd, have olwsified Safety Raoommendations 
1-93-1and 1-93-2 "Closed-Unaccept&le 

Marion C.Blakey / 

Chairman 

cc: 	 Mr. Robert Clarlce, Safety and Health Team Leader 
Office of Tramportation Policy Development 


