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Additional test for 1.4S classification

Transmitted by the Institute of Makers of ExplosifeME)

Background

1. In ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2007/29, the expert from Can&da proposed a new test to
evaluate candidates for inclusion in Compatibilioup S of Division 1.4 (see also
ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/62, paras. 20-22 and ST/SG/AC.BIB2/Add.1, annex 2).

Discussion
2. The Institute of Makers of Explosives (IME) opposiis test for the following reasons:

(@ The need for a new test has not been adequatelyordtrated and the
ramifications of the new test have not been fuilydsed:

" In accordance with the programme of work of th-Eommittee for 2007-2008 approved by
the Committee at its third session (refer to STAGA0/C.3/60 para. 100 and
ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/34, para. 14)
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0] Canada has provided no data that proper and cosnapgilication of the
current classification system and tests for explsshas led to incorrect or
inappropriate classifications. If proper and cortglapplication of the
system is resulting in correct classifications,nthehy is a new test
needed?

(i) Canada has reported test results for shaped chaky@sever, they have
not discussed why the application of the proposstitb shaped charges is
needed. IME is unaware of any transportation orkplace incident
involving packaged1.4S shaped charges that would indicate the reed f
a new test;

(i)  There is no data provided in the proposal on hoi® Jarticles other than
shaped charges might perform in the test. The iMEoncerned that
acceptance of this test could lead to reclassifinavf approved articles
from Compatibility Group S to some other compaitipilgroup; even
though there is no evidence that such reclassibicats needed or
desirable.

(b)  The proposal is incomplete.

0] The proposal contains no indication as to how ttop@sed test will fit in
the flow chart (Figure 10.3 of the Manual of Tesmtsl Criterig;

(i) The proposal provides incomplete guidance regardiest failures.
Paragraph 16.7.1.4 of the proposal states thairégilshould be excluded
from Compatibility Group S, but provides no indicat as to what
compatibility group those failing devices shoulddssigned.

(c) The acceptance criteria of paragraph 16.7.1.4 efptloposal are subjective and
vague, are open to varying interpretations, and iamnsistent with the
conditions under which performance of the test@ppsed:

0] Criterion “a” mentions “Damage to the witness platdE questions
what kind of damage? Does this mean any damagefisdoloration of
the witness plate the kind of damage that wouldltes exclusion from
Compatibility Group S? Would a scratch on the we#® plate be
sufficient to exclude from Compatibility Group Snaaif so, on what
basis? If not a scratch, what about a dent? Wauolddent result in a
failure or only dents of certain sizes (and whatilddhose sizes be)? Is a
hole evidence of a failure and if so, what sizeeRolWould a hole the

" Shaped charges can only be 1.4S when they arenyqmackaged. Unpackaged or improperly
packaged shaped charges are not 1.4S.
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diameter of a straight pin be a failure, and if sn, what basis? IME
acknowledges that this discussion could be perdeagefacetious, but it
serves to demonstrate how the vagueness of tleziant‘damage to the
witness plate” is open to varying interpretationsany of which are
inappropriate when considering assignment to Coiipgt Group S.

The criterion “damage to the witness plate” is dtsmonsistent with the
conditions provided in paragraph 16.2.2 of the psgal method that states
that the test is performed on Compatibility Grougahdidates if it is
expected that functioning of an article would proeleffects more severe
than in the 6(c) test. There is no witness platehe 6(c) test. IME
questions how examining a witness plate can be ased measure of
severity greater than Test 6(c)?

(i) Criterion “c” of the proposed test method mentidi¥sruption and
scattering of the package and its contents”. IMiEsjons what is meant
by the phrase “disruption and scattering”? Howchmulisruption and
scattering is considered enough to exclude a devaze Compatibility
Group S? As we noted above, we point out thatrtggon and
scattering” are also not Test 6(c) criteria andstjoa how this coincides
with the conditions of proposed section 16.2.2valeating effects worse
that can be expected from Test 6(c)?

Recommendation

3. On the basis that no need for this proposal has deeonstrated, that the proposal is
incomplete, and that the acceptance criteria ofptioposal are too vague and open to varying
interpretations, the Institute of Makers of Expl@s recommends that the Sub-Committee of
experts on the Transport of Dangerous Goods réeciproposal for a new test contained in
ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2007/29.




