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This was the first of the TDG Sub-Committee's four meetings scheduled to be held during the 2007-2008 biennium.  The purpose of this meeting was 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 4th 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 in December, 2008. Once approved by the Committee, the amendments will be incorporated into the 16th Revised Edition of the UN Model Regulations and will be adopted within the IMDG Code and ICAO TI from January 1, 2011.
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	Paper #
	Paper Title/Summary
	Draft US Positions and Comments

	Agenda Item 3 Papers (Working Group on Explosives)

	2007/4
	Assignment of explosive articles packed or fitted with their means of initiation to compatibility groups (Norway)

This paper proposes to add the following notes after Table 2.1.2:

NOTE 1: 
Articles of compatibility groups D and E may be fitted or packed together with their own means of initiation provided that such means have at least two effective protective features designed to prevent an explosion in the event of accidental functioning of the means of initiation. Such packages shall be assigned to compatibility groups D or E.

NOTE 2: 
Articles of compatibility groups D and E may be packed together with their own means of initiation, which do not have two effective protective features when, in the opinion of the competent authority of the country of origin, the accidental functioning of the means of initiation does not cause the explosion of an article under normal conditions of carriage. Such packages shall be assigned to compatibility groups D or E;”
	The U.S. supported the addition of Note 1 as written which is consistent with the requirements of the HMR.  We did not support Note 2 as written.
.  
Result:  The proposal to include the two notes  was adopted with a slight editorial amendment..

	2007/10
	Identification of some open issues not yet properly addressed in the GHS (Germany)

This paper proposes to add preliminary tests for explosive properties to the GHS.  The paper points out that in many cases substances which are ultimately not explosive for transport based on defined conditions are still in and of themselves explosives and should be classified as such for purposes of GHS.  The preamble to the tests themselves states “the aim of these preliminary tests is not to determine whether a substance will be classified as an explosive but to determine whether a substance has explosive properties. If a substance has explosive properties these require appropriate hazard communication regardless of the later classification of the substance which may be such that the explosive properties would normally not be communicated. A screening procedure for explosive properties is given in Appendix 6 of the UN Recommendations on the Transport of Dangerous Goods, Manual of Tests and Criteria.”
	The U.S. did not support this proposal. We did not agree a substance can have explosive properties but not be required to be classified as an explosive.   The issue of “substances which are suspected to have explosive properties” is already addressed in the Transport Regulations as well as in the GHS classification system.  A substance which is determined by classification procedures not to be explosive should not be suspected of having explosive properties.  
Result:  The proposal raised considerable discussion.  Ultimately, the Explosives WG agreed to recommend to the GHS Sub-Committee that a reference be made in the GHS to Test Series 1 for determining explosive properties (see Annex 1 for the complete text).  There was no agreement on other issues raised by Germany.  Germany may submit a follow-up proposal.

	2007/12
	New entry for “Powder, smokeless” 1.4C (SAAMI)

In this paper SAAMI points out that two entries exist for smokeless powder in the Dangerous Goods List of Chapter 3.2 of the Model Regulations (UN 0160, POWDER, SMOKELESS, 1.1C and UN 0161, POWDER, SMOKELESS, 1.3C) are applicable for military or industrial products in large quantities per package.  However consumer retail products are typically shipped in 4G combination packagings of 3.7 kg (8 pounds) net mass maximum and typically meet the test criteria for assignment to Division 1.4, Compatibility Group C.  SAAMI proposes  a new entry for smokeless powder in Division 1.4C: UN XXXX, POWDER, SMOKELESS, 1.4C and a new Special Packing Provision tied to the entry limiting inner packagings to 3.7 kg net mass maximum.
	The U.S. did not support this proposal on the basis that no supporting data had been provided.

Result: SAAMI provided additional data in the form of INF.16.  On the basis of the further data, the U.S. did not oppose this proposal.  The proposal was adopted.

	INF.7  
	Behavior of propellant and “Powders” in Closed Transport Units (Australia)
In this paper Australia comments on document ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2007/12 (SAAMI) which proposed a new entry for smokeless powder under divisions 1.4 compatibility group C on the basis that when packaged in 3.7 kg bags it ‘typically’ meets the test criteria for assigning divisions 1.4.  Australia does not support the proposal and proposes that the Sub-Committee in addition give further consideration to:

i.
Examining the behavior, in a fire, of large volumes of propellants and powders packed in closed transport units; and 

ii.
Whether classifications applied to these materials as a result of small scale testing necessarily remain valid for large volume shipments.   
	This was discussed in relation to 2007/12 (SAAMI).

	2007/13
	Amendments to Chapter 2.1 of the GHS (Explosives) (SAAMI)

This paper is submitted both to the GHS and TDG Sub-Committees.  The paper proposes to amend the GHS pictogram for 1.4S explosives to remove the “exploding bomb” pictogram and only require a text marking of “1.4S”. 
	The U.S. supported this proposal.

Result: The explosives Working Group agreed to defer this paper to the July 2008 session to allow time for further work and coordination.



	2007/16
	Proper shipping names for electric and electronic detonators (Australia)

In this paper Australia points out that there in addition to “electric” detonators there are also “electronic” detonators which pose similar risks in transport but are not electric.  This paper proposes to add “detonators, electronic” to UN0030, UN0255 and UN0456 so that the amended PSNs read as follows:

“DETONATORS, ELECTRIC or DETONATORS, ELECTRONIC for blasting”
	The U.S. did not support this proposal.  Functionally, there is no substantive difference between the two types of detonators. In the case of an electronic detonator, the timing is delayed electronically but the detonator is still initiated electrically.  Therefore, there are no differences between the two types that affect transport safety.

Result:  Most experts were of the opinion that a change to the proper shipping name was not

necessary. A change in the definition for detonator given in Appendix B to include

electronic detonators was felt more appropriate. The expert from Australia was invited to submit a new proposal.

	2007/17
	Classification as a consequence of Net explosive Quantity (NEQ) (Australia)

In this paper Australia describes a March 2002 incident in which a series of explosions occurred at a fireworks storage facility in Carmel, Western Australia.  The explosions destroyed the facility and caused damage to buildings over 4.5 km from the facility. The items involved were aerial shells classified 1.1G and 1.3G and ground packs classified as 1.3G and 1.4G, and were stored in freight containers and re-locatable magazines of stronger construction than a standard freight container.  Based on the extent of the portion of the damages considered attributable solely to the 1.3G and 1.4G fireworks, Australia  proposes that fireworks of divisions 1.2, 1.3, 1.4 and 1.4S be considered as division 1.1 in a transport unit when a given NEQ is exceeded.  A specific proposal would be tendered by Australia if the Sub-Committee agrees.
	The U.S. did not support this paper. Many factors, other than explosive quantity in a load, such as type, composition, and construction of fireworks, type and construction of containers (degree of confinement) all contribute to the severity of an incident.  We believe the issue is a question of design and construction of containers.
Result:  The proposal was not adopted.

	2007/29
	Additional test for 1.4S classification (Canada)

This paper proposes an additional test for determining 1.4S classification.  This proposal is basically the same as Canada’s previous proposal (2006/62) summarized below except that it includes proposed revisions to the test manual.
	The U.S. opposed this proposal because it was based on limited testing on a single item of explosive article.  The test data does not justify the assertion in the proposal that a “shape charge” is wrongly classified as 1.4S article. The U.S. submitted an informal document with our comments. 
Result:  The proposal was adopted with the text placed in square brackets pending any further proposals during the biennium.

	INF.34
	Comments on ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2007/29 (USA)

	The U.S. did not oppose further evaluating additional data concerning shaped

charges to determine whether the present requirements adequately address their risk in

transport.  However, we felt there was not sufficient justification for such a significant change to a system which has worked well for many years.  The proposed changes to the 1.4S classification criteria would affect all types of explosive articles, not only shaped charges. 


	2007/30
	Proposal for a review of the UN Test Series 7 (UK)

In this paper the UK proposes that there should be a review of Test Series 7, in particular tests 7a to 7f, by the Working Group on Explosives to determine whether a more comprehensive review is justified.   The UK points out that certain military munitions do not pass Test 7a because they contain an explosive train inside them and part of that includes a shock sensitive booster which would not pass the Cap Test but would pass the NATO AOP39 criteria which classify munitions as insensitive.  If agreed, the United Kingdom Ministry of Defense would be willing to host an intercessional informal working group to assist in a review of Test Series 7, to ensure that military munitions are assigned to the most appropriate Hazard Division based on the negligible probability of accidental initiation or propagation.
	The U.S. supported the idea of re-evaluating Test Series 7.  
Result:  There was wide support within the Explosives Working Group Working Group for revisiting Test Series 7. Countries interested in participating in an intercessional Working Group were invited to contact the UK delegate participating in the UN Working Group, Dr. Marriott.

	2007/31
	Amendments to the UN Firework Classification Table - Table 2.1.3.5.3 (UK)

In this paper the UK proposes amendments to Table 2.1.3.5.3 based on the definition of “flash composition” adopted at the SCOE’s previous (30th) session.

In addition, the UK states that a common type of firework, a "Comet", has been omitted from Table 2.1.3.5.5. This firework type has one pyrotechnic effect per tube and tube sizes greater than 30mm. Comet fireworks are larger than the "shot tubes" and does not fall into the category of "shell in mortar". As the firework compositions are similar to those found in Roman candles the United Kingdom expert proposes to use this specification to set the limits for 1.1G, 1.2G and 1.3G entries.
	The U.S. did not support this proposal.  By definition, a default classification system should not rely on an elaborate physical test as its basis and especially not a physical test that is difficult to conduct and yields erratic results. This test is difficult because it requires a very specific type of test chamber and the test method requires the use of primed cambric that is a difficult material to acquire.
Specific problems with the proposed test method include the following:

-the sample size is too small to get reproducible or representative results.

-there is no standard to calibrate the equipment.

-manufacturers cannot conduct the test themselves, because they can not purchase primed cambric or the equipment. 

In addition, the proposed new entry does not allow for classification of the items as 1.4G, this is not consistent with other items listed in the table that allow for classification in Divisions 1.1 through 1.4.

Result:  A proposal on adding a new entry in the default table for “Comets” was discussed. There

was some support for giving guidance on how to deal with these products. However, the proposed solution was opposed by a number of experts.

Concerning the Time/pressure test (TPT): the expert from the UK briefed the WG on the activities to improve the TPT and to decrease the standard deviation. Germany, Japan and the Netherlands are also working on the TPT.  The data should be available before the end of the year.  The expert from the UK invited all experts to give comments on the above mentioned

issues and the proposed changes to the default list, so that a new proposal could be developed for the next July meeting.

	2007/22
	Amendment to UN 3474 for inclusion of 1-HOBt Monohydrate (USA)

This paper proposes to classify 1-HOBt Monohydrate as a Division 4.1 Desensitized Explosive substance and proposes that the proper shipping name for UN 3474 be amended accordingly to read as follows:

“1-HYDROXYBENZOTRIAZOLE, ANHYDROUS, WETTED with not less than 20% water, by mass or 1-HYDROXYBENZOTRIAZOLE, MONOHYDRATE”.
	U.S. proposal

Result:  The proposal was not adopted.  Additional data was requested, specifically the results of the Konenan test.  The U.S. will work to submit a revised proposal with this additional data.

	Other Papers (In Numeric Order)

	2007/1
	Performance of packagings, including IBCs, Criteria for passing the drop test in 6.1.5.3.6.3 (Spain)

In this paper Spain proposes additional pass/fail criteria for the drop test in 6.1.5.3.6.3 to specify that inner receptacles must not escape the outer package.  The proposed text is as follows:

6.1.5.3.6.3
The packaging or the outer packaging shall not exhibit any damage liable to affect safety during transport.  Besides, the rupture of the outer packaging with exit of the inner packaging is not acceptable in any case in combination packaging(s). There shall be no leakage of the filling substance from the inner receptacle or inner packaging(s)."
	The U.S. supported this proposal in principle.  We agree that a breach of an outer package by an inner packaging should constitute a failure.  However we suggested some editorial amendments.   
Result:  The proposal along with edits suggested by the U.S. was adopted with minor amendments.

	2007/2
	Performance of packagings, including IBCs, Criteria for passing the drop test for large packagings (Spain)

In this paper Spain proposes editorial revisions to the drop test criteria for large packagings.  Specifically, Spain proposes to move the calculations relative to the drop test height from the preparation for testing section to the text of the test itself.  
	The U.S. supported this proposal.  Spain’s proposal to align the text of the large packaging drop test more closely with the same text relative to non-bulk packages and IBCs.  We provided some editorial suggestions which Spain accepted.
Result:  The proposal was adopted.

	2007/3
	Listing, classification and packing. Classification of substances specifically listed by name in the Dangerous Goods List (ICCA)

This paper proposes to add a new section 2.0.1.6 to the UN MR as follows:  "2.0.1.6  Substances identified by name in the Dangerous Goods List in Chapter 3.2, however, are not subject to these Regulations if there is scientific evidence (e.g. results of tests) that their hazard characteristics are such that they do not meet the criteria of any class and if there is no other reason (e.g. human experience, as required by SP279) to use the assigned classification.".  In addition ICCA proposes several consequential amendments.
	The U.S. supported this proposal in principle.  The HMR contain a similar provision in 172.101(c) (12)(iv).  ICCA issued INF.9 with revised text.  We supported the revised text but agreed follow-up work may be necessary to address some issues mentioned by other delegations (see below).
Result:  See below.

	INF. 9
	Comments on ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2007/3
In this paper ICCA offers revised proposed wording for the proposed 2.0.1.6 as follows:

2.0.1.6 Substances specifically listed by name in the Dangerous Goods List in Chapter 3.2, are not subject to these Regulations if:  

(a)
their chemical or physical properties are such that they do not meet the criteria for inclusion in the class or division listed for them in column (3) of the Dangerous Goods List or in any other class or division; and
(b)
there is no other reason, such as Special Provision 279 (human experience), to use the assigned classification.
	We supported this revised text.  However, we questioned if the words “specifically” or “by name” were necessary.
Result:  There was general support for the proposal in principle.  However several delegations expressed some concerns such as: (1) allowing for a more stringent classification to be given and to (2) ensuring certain  entries which should remain “fixed” (i.e. not be allowed to be changed based on data)  are addressed.  An example of such entries would be those with a “plus sign” in Column 1 of the HMT.  The U.S. will support ICCA’s efforts to prepare a revised proposal.

	2007/5
	Sustaining shipments (WNTI)

In this paper WNTI discusses issues related to the denial of radioactive material shipments.  No proposals are made.
	There were no proposals in this paper.

	2007/6
	Allocation of substances and articles to Packing Instruction P099 (IATA)
This paper proposes to assign packing instructions to several substances which are currently assigned P099 in the UN Model Regulations (requiring a competent authority approval).  In addition the paper proposes that the UN Model Regulations be amended to require a multilateral approval for certain substances assigned P099 in the UN Model Regulations and forbidden from transport by certain modes.
	The U.S. supported the replacement of P099 with packing instructions in accordance with the rationalized approach.  None of these materials require an approval under the HMR, and all are provided packing authorizations.  The U.S. did not support requiring a multilateral approval for substances forbidden by certain modes.  In addition, we did not believe it necessary to develop a rationalized approach for forbidden materials as the reasons for their prohibition vary widely depending on the material’s properties.

Result:  The proposal was adopted for the majority of the substances proposed.  There was no support for requiring multilateral approvals or for the development of a rationalized approach to address forbidden materials.

	2007/7
	Provisions concerning training  (Sweden)

In this paper Sweden points out that the current training requirements in the UN Model Regulations state that the employee “shall receive training” but does not specify when the training must take place.  Sweden proposes that the wording be changed to “shall have received training” so that, for example, 1.3.1 would read as follows:

“Persons engaged in the transport of dangerous goods shall have received training in the contents of dangerous goods requirements commensurate with their responsibilities. Training requirements specific to security of dangerous goods in Chapter 1.4 shall also be addressed.”
	The U.S. did not oppose the wording suggested by Sweden but did not view it as entirely necessary.  In addition the U.S. believed the text should be clarified to allow for a grace period during which workers could operate under the supervision of a trained employee as stated in the VOHMA and COSTHA informal documents.
Result:  The proposal was adopted.  The Sub-Committee did not agree that any text regarding a grace period was necessary.

	INF.10
	Comments on ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2007/7 (VOHMA)

In this paper VOHMA provides alternative language to the language proposed by Sweden which incorporates a 90 day training grace period similar to that contained in the HMR.
	

	INF.12
	Comments on paper ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2007/7
In this paper VOHMA provides alternative language to the language proposed by Sweden and recommends a training grace period similar to that contained in the HMR be included.  Unlike the VOHMA proposal, no specific time period is proposed.
	

	2007/8
	Proposals concerning requirements for open cryogenic receptacles (UK)

This paper proposes that the UN consider requirements for open cryogenic receptacles.  No specific text is proposed, the paper is offered as a basis for discussion and the UK will submit a revised proposal based on comments received.
	This paper did not propose any specific text.  The U.S. supported the inclusion of requirements for open cryogenic receptacles and agreed to work with the UK to develop suitable provisions.

Result:  There was support for the proposal in principle.  The UK will prepare a detailed formal proposal.

	2007/9
	Periodic inspection and test (EIGA)

This paper proposes to remove the requirement for a competent authority approval to be issued in order to authorize acoustic emission and/or ultrasonic examination as opposed to hydraulic pressure testing for cylinders.

The paper proposes to add “and/or acoustic emission and/or ultrasonic examination test” after 6.2.1.5.1 (d) A hydraulic pressure test, and to delete the NOTE 2 of  under 6.2.1.5.1 (d) which states “With the agreement of the testing and certifying body approved by the competent authority, the hydraulic pressure test of cylinders or tubes may be replaced by an equivalent method based on acoustic emission testing, ultrasonic examination or a combination of acoustic emission testing and ultrasonic examination.”
	The US supported authorization to use ultrasonic testing in accordance with the relevant ISO standard.  However the US did not support a similar authorization for acoustic emission testing on the basis that the relevant ISO standard lacked proper specific acceptance criteria.
Result:  The proposal to authorize ultrasonic testing in accordance with the relevant ISO standard was adopted.  The SC agreed however that the acoustic emission testing criteria were not yet properly addressed by the relevant ISO standard and therefore acoustic emission testing will continue to require the approval of the competent authority.

	2007/11
	Clarification and updating of some issues regarding flammable liquids addressed in the GHS (Germany)

This paper addresses several physical hazard issues related to both GHS and the UN Model Regulations.  These include:

(a)
Sustained combustion;

(b)
Calculation of the flash point of mixtures;

(c)
Standards cited for the determination of the flash point; and

(d)
Determination of the boiling point / initial boiling point.
	The U.S. supported all four proposals in this paper. Proposals 1 and 2 were viewed as technically correct and consistent with existing transport regulations. Proposals 3 and 4 were seen as editorial in nature not affecting the transport regulations.
Result:   There was no consensus on the proposed amendment to NOTE 2 of the GHS, Section

2.6.2.  The proposals No. 2 (calculation of the flash point of mixtures, in 2.6.4.2.2), No. 3

(standards cited for determining the flash point in 2.4.6.2.5) and No. 4 (determination of the

boiling point) were adopted.

	2007/14
	Denial of shipment (Australia)

This paper details Australia’s progress in resolving issues related to denial of shipment of radioactive materials.  The paper summarizes their progress with the IAEA Transport Safety Standards Committee (TRANSSC).  
	This paper contained no proposals.


	2007/18
	Definition of closed cargo transport unit (Australia)

In this paper Australia discusses the need to define transport units and proposes two alternatives:

1)  Define transport unit in the general definitions section as follows:

“Transport unit: means a road transport tank or freight vehicle, a railway transport tank or freight wagon, or a multimodal freight container or portable tank”.
(This is basically the same definition currently in Chapter 5.3 (Marking and Placarding of Transport Units); or

2) Define “Cargo transport unit” and amend all references in the UN to ‘transport unit” to refer to “Cargo transport unit”.  Australia provides a listing of all references to “transport unit” in the current UN text.
	The U.S. was not opposed to reproducing the current definition of “transport unit” in Part 1, but did not believe that was necessary to define a new term “cargo transport unit” and modify all current references to “transport unit”.

Result:  The proposal to use the term “cargo transport unit” was adopted with minor amendments.

	2007/15
	Definition of closed cargo transport unit (Australia)

In this paper, Australia proposes to add a definition for “closed transport unit” or “closed cargo transport unit”.  The proposed options are:

Closed transport unit: means a unit which totally encloses the contents by permanent structures. Cargo transport units with fabric sides or tops are not considered closed transport units.

Closed cargo transport unit: means a unit which totally encloses the contents by permanent structures. Cargo transport units with fabric sides or tops are not considered closed cargo transport units.
	The U.S. questioned the need for this proposal, which was related to 2007/18 which proposes to define “transport unit” or “cargo transport unit”.  However the U.S. did not strongly oppose the proposal.
Result:  The proposal was adopted.

	2007/19
	Limited Quantities (France)

In this paper France proposes amendments to the provisions for limited quantities to introduce requirements for the use of an intermediate package.  France believes this is necessary due to the restriction against the use of fragile inner packagings in 3.4.3.
The revised text proposed by France is as follows:

3.4.2

Dangerous goods shall be packed only in inner packagings placed, when appropriate in intermediate packagings, and subsequently in suitable outer packagings …

3.4.3 

Shrink-wrapped or stretch-wrapped trays meeting the conditions of 4.1.1.1, 4.1.1.2 and 4.1.1.4 to 4.1.1.8 are acceptable as outer packagings for articles or inner packagings containing dangerous goods transported in accordance with this Chapter. When except that inner packagings that are liable to break or be easily punctured, such as those made of glass, porcelain, stoneware or certain plastics, are used, they shall be placed in intermediate packagings meeting the provisions of 4.1.1.1, 4.1.1.2 and 4.1.1.4 to 4.1.1.8, and be so designed that they meet the construction requirements of 6.1.4.shall not be transported in such packagings. The total gross mass of the package shall not exceed 20 kg.

In addition, France proposes to add the following statement concerning the “overpack” marking requirement:

3.4.10
When packages are placed in an overpack, 5.1.2 need not apply. However, the marking called for in 3.4.8 shall be placed on the overpack unless the marks indicating the nature of all the dangerous goods contained in the overpack are visible.
	The U.S. did not believe it necessary to add language and felt the existing text was clear.  However a majority of the Sub-Committee favored clarification.
Result:  The proposal was adopted with a number of amendments.  In addition to the amendments to 3.4.2 and 3.4.3, a new 3.4.10 was adopted as follows:
3.4.10
When packages are placed in an overpack, the overpack shall be marked with the word “OVERPACK” and the marking required by 3.4.8 for each item of dangerous goods contained in the overpack unless the markings representative of all dangerous goods in the overpack are visible.

The overpack need not be marked with the proper shipping name or the labels required in Chapter 5.2.

	2007/20
	Classification of Nail Varnish (France)

Special provision 198 is applied to NITROCELLULOSE SOLUTION, FLAMMABLE with not more than 12.6% nitrogen, by dry mass, and not more than 55% nitrocellulose and currently states:

“Nitrocellulose solutions containing not more than 20% nitrocellulose may be transported as paint or printing ink, as applicable. See UN 1210, UN 1263, UN 3066, UN 3469 and UN 3470.”
In this paper France proposes to modify SP 198 to also include perfumery products (UN 1266) so that the provision would read as follows:

“Nitrocellulose solutions containing not more than 20% nitrocellulose may be transported as paint, perfumery products or printing ink, as applicable. See UN 1210, UN 1263, UN 1266, UN 3066, UN 3469 and UN 3470.”
France in addition proposes that the special provision be applied to UN 1266.
	The U.S. supported this proposal. 
Result:  The proposal was adopted.


	2007/21
	Packing instruction 804 for UN 1744 – Bromine (USA)

This paper proposes to reinstate the intermediate packaging requirement for Bromine shipped in combination packages.  The requirement appears to have been inadvertently omitted when the new PI for Bromine (PI 804) was developed at the July 2006 SCOE session.
	U.S. proposal

Result:  The proposal was adopted.  In addition, the Sub-Committee agreed to allow plastic intermediate packagings.

	2007/23
	Amendment to Packing Instruction P620 (USA)

This paper proposes to amend Packing Instruction P620 consistent with the provisions of P650 to allow for up to 30 ml of substances of Classes 3, 8, or 9 to be contained within each primary receptacle.  Specifically,  we propose adding the following new additional requirement as follows:

“4.
Other dangerous goods shall not be packed in the same packaging as Division 6.2 infectious substances unless they are necessary for maintaining the viability, stabilizing or preventing degradation or neutralizing the hazards of the infectious substances. A quantity of 30 ml or less of dangerous goods included in Classes 3, 8 or 9 may be packed in each primary receptacle containing infectious substances.  These small quantities of dangerous goods of Classes 3, 8 or 9 are not subject to any additional requirements of these regulations when packed in accordance with this packing instruction.”.
	U.S. proposal

Result:  The proposal was adopted.

	2007/24
	Portable tanks for PG I solids (USA)

This paper proposes to allow portable tanks used for transport of solids to have bottom openings, irrespective of whether or not the assigned T-Code permits bottom openings.  We propose that in the list of portable tank instructions in 4.2.5.2.6, a new footnote “b” be indicated against the words “Bottom opening requirements” in the heading of last column, and that the footnote read:

“b
When this column indicates “not allowed”, bottom outlets are not permitted when the substance to be transported is a liquid (see 6.7.2.6.1).  When the substance to be transported is a solid at all temperatures encountered under normal conditions of transport, bottom outlets conforming to the requirements of 6.7.2.6.2 are authorized.” 
	U.S. proposal

Result:  The proposal was adopted.  

	2007/25
	Subsidiary risks for toxic by inhalation liquids (USA)

In this paper we propose to add Special Provision 313 to “TOXIC BY INHALATION LIQUID, FLAMMABLE, N.O.S.” (UN 3383 and UN 3384) to enable a corrosive label to be applied if the liquid is also corrosive.  In addition, we propose that Special Provision 329 be added to “TOXIC BY INHALATION LIQUID, WATER-REACTIVE, N.O.S.” (UN 3385 and UN 3386) and “TOXIC BY INHALATION LIQUID, CORROSIVE, N.O.S.” (UN 3389 and UN 3390) to allow for application of a flammable label when the material exhibits a Class 3 sub-risk.  This proposal would preclude needing to add new proper shipping names to the DG list.
	U.S. proposal

Result:  The proposal was adopted.

	2007/26
	Package marking (AHS)

This paper proposes a new proper shipping name for “Consumer products in limited quantities”.   
AHS proposes that 3.4.9 be revised to read: 

"Packages containing limited quantities of dangerous goods for personal or household use, that are packaged and distributed in a form, that are consumer products ready for use, which are substances intended or suitable for retail sale or distribution for personal or household consumption, including pharmaceutical products, shall be marked UN xxxx within a diamond.  may furthermore be exempted from the marking of the UN number on the packaging  and from the requirements for  Consumer products do not require a dangerous goods transport document."
	The U.S. was supportive of AHS’s efforts to find a comprehensive solution to this issue.  We agreed that the current regulatory provisions could benefit from increased harmonization and that the issue should be addressed this biennium by the UN.  The U.S. prepared an informal document on the same topic.

Result:  A working group met to consider the issue as a whole.  Substantive progress was made in that it was agreed that a harmonized marking was feasible and desirable.  It was recognized that national and modal regulations may need to address the issue in slightly different ways, but in the end achieve the same goal.  A draft proposed marking was developed at the meeting and was received favorably with the exception of the color red which was viewed as being too communicative of a high degree of risk (see draft potential marking below).
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	INF.42
	Amendments to the Provisions of Chapter 3.4 (USA)
	The U.S. discussed our interest in a solution which would improve multimodal harmonization of transport requirements for limited quantities in a form suitable for consumer use and establishing a harmonized marking requirement for packages containing such goods.


	2007/27
	Orientation arrows for goods packed in limited quantities (Austria)

In this paper Austria proposes to add the following sentence to Chapter 3.4 (Limited Quantities):

“The packages shall also be marked with orientation arrows in conformity with the requirements of 5.2.1.7 and handled according to them.”
	The U.S. was not convinced this additional text was necessary on the basis that 3.4.1 states that “All other requirements of these Regulations apply except as specifically provided in this chapter.”  This statement draws in the markings required by Part 5, including the orientation arrows required by 5.2.1.7.  With respect to Austria’s concern regarding handling, the US notes that 5.2.1.7 states that the arrows must appear “in the correct upward direction”.

Result:  The proposal was not adopted.

	2007/28
	Classification of Bitumen (Eurobitume)

In this paper Eurobitume proposes that references to bitumen and road asphalt be removed from the description for UN1999 to remove references to bitumen so that the description would read as follows:

“TARS, LIQUID, including road oils, and cut backs”.

Eurobitume states that most companies involved in the transport of hot bitumen already use UN 3257 for bitumen and UN 3256 for (hot applied) cutbacks and that consultations with equivalent industry associations in Australia, South Africa and the United States have shown support for the proposed change. 
	The U.S. did not oppose this proposal.

Result:  The proposal was adopted with minor amendments.

	2007/32
	Radioactive substances in excepted packages with subsidiary risk (IATA)

In this paper IATA proposes that the Sub-Committee consider a package marking for limited quantities of RAM that also meet the definition of another hazard class.  IATA points out that the documentation is required to communicate the Class 7 risk but that no corresponding package markings are required.
	The U.S. indicated that these requirements were currently under review domestically and that clarification from IAEA should be sought.
Result:  This proposal raised considerable discussion.  Some experts recalled that the radioactivity hazard presented by excepted packages was very low, and wondered whether communication of this hazard through the transport document or a marking on the package was really necessary. The Sub-Committee felt that this question, as well as the more general one how to deal with such packages, should be addressed to the IAEA Transport Committee (TRANSSC) through the IAEA Working Group on UN/IAEA harmonization which would meet in September 2007.

	2007/33
	Testing of aerosol dispensers (AEROBAL)

This paper proposes that the UN Sub-Committee agree in principle to:

-limit the current “cold” alternative test method in the UN Model Regulations to tinplate cans only;

-include provisions for a “hot” alternative test method in the UN Model Regulations; and

-possibly develop an appropriate “cold” alternative test method for aluminium cans.

If there is general agreement, AEROBAL will submit a future proposal to modify the UN Model Regulations accordingly.
	The U.S. did not agree changes were necessary to the alternative water bath test provisions. Alternative testing is authorized only on the basis of an approval and requires the unfilled receptacle be pressure tested and the filled receptacle to undergo a leak test in lieu of the required hot water bath test.  The alternative test is only an option, and AEROBAL’s arguments that the alternative test is not suitable for certain aluminum aerosols did not indicate any safety problem with the alternative test provisions.  As such the U.S. did not support any changes to the provisions.
Result:  This paper was withdrawn.  Aerobal will submit a revised proposal.

	INF.3
	Testing of aerosol dispensers (AEROBAL)
This document contains Annexes 1 to 3 to document 2007/33, as follows:

Annex 1: Draft revised text for the Aerosol and Dispenser European Directive 75/324/EEC

Annex 2: Legal expertises commissioned by AEROBAL

Annex 3: “Hot” alternative test methods
	As stated in our position on 2007/33, we did not support the AEROBAL proposal.

	2007/34
	Possible use of big bags with a capacity of 10 m3 for the transport of dangerous goods (IDGCA)

This paper proposes to increase the volumetric limit of flexible IBCs from 3 m3 to 10 m3.
	The U.S. did not support the proposal as written.
Result:  The proposal was not adopted.  IDGCA may submit a revised proposal.

	INF.4
	Possible use of big bags with a capacity of 10 m3 for the transport of dangerous goods (IDGCA)
This paper contains supplemental information in support of 2007/34.
	

	Informal Documents

Note: Informal documents related to formal proposals have been summarized underneath the relevant papers above.  

	INF.5
	Electronic data interchange (EDI) for documentation purposes (IATA)
In this paper IATA invites discussions on what steps need to be taken to permit the use of Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) as an alternative to a physical document.  IATA proposes the Sub-Committee consider communicating with the UN Centre for Trade Facilitation and Electronic Business (UN/CEFACT), which is involved in the development of trade facilitation and e-business standards and tools on this issue.
	The U.S. supported a close review of this issue and expressed an interest in facilitating the use of electronic documentation to the greatest extent practicable.  A close review of the needs of each mode and the feasibility of a completely paperless environment for multimodal transport should be considered.

Result:  This paper was discussed at length.  There was general agreement that the Model Regulations should provide flexibility in this regard.  IATA will submit a revised proposal taking into account the comments received.

	INF.6
	Periodic inspection and test (Belgium)
In this paper Belgium proposes to add a note to 6.2.1.5.1 to refer to P200 for the intervals between periodic inspections and tests for refillable pressure receptacles.  The proposed note reads as follows:
“NOTE 3 : For periodicities see P200.”
	The U.S. supported this clarification but believes that the wording could be simplified. 
Result:  The proposal was adopted with minor amendments as a note immediately following 6.2.1.6.1.


	INF.26
	Proposed revision of Chapter 2.9 (UK)
In this paper the UK proposes a rewrite of Chapter 2.9 to better define the items within Class 9.
	The U.S. did not oppose this proposal but suggested it should be considered later in the biennium pending adoption of GHS related changes within the IMDG Code. 

Result:  The proposal was deferred and the UK agreed to take into account discussions within the IMO DSC Sub-Committee and bring back a revised proposal.

	INF.25
	Packing instruction P650 (IATA)
In this paper IATA proposes that the first sentence of paragraph (13) of P650 be revised as follows:

Other dangerous goods shall not be packed in the same packaging as Division 6.2 infectious substances unless they are necessary for maintaining the viability, stabilizing or preventing degradation or neutralizing the hazards of the infectious substances.

IATA believes that if the hazard is neutralized then the designation within Division 6.2 is no longer appropriate.
	The U.S. did not support this proposal.  We believed the existing text takes into account a number of possible circumstances, including neutralization which may not be of a permanent character.  The current text was agreed to after close consultation with the World Health Organization and the U.S. Center for Disease Control.  

Result:  The proposal was not adopted.  

	INF.31
	Reclassification of UN3090 and UN3091, Lithium Metal Batteries (IFALPA)
In this paper IFALPA proposes reclassification of Lithium Metal Batteries within Division 4.3.


	The U.S. believed this issue should be considered further during working group discussions on the issue of lithium batteries as a whole.

Result: A number of delegates expressed reservations over the proposal, however some strongly supported it.  It was agreed to consider the issue in conjunction with other lithium battery issues during the biennium.


