2021 Review Cycle for the IAEA Transport Regulations (IAEA Safety Standards Series No. SSR-6 (Rev. 1))
Proposals for Change and Identified Problems – TTEG-PPA Primary
TTEG PPA Review Results
The file contains only proposals assigned to the TTEG PPA.

Strategy of the TTEG PPA for the crosses:
· "accepted" means, that the TTEG recommends the proposal to move forward to the revision cycle and from the TTEG point of view, there are not any modifications or additions such as justifications or guidance necessary.
· recommended to move forward without modifications/additions
· "accepted but modified" means, that the TTEG recommends the proposal to move forward to the revision cycle, but from the TTEG point of view, there are some modifications or additions such as justifications or guidance, or further discussions on identified topics might be necessary.
· recommended to move forward, but modifications/additions/further discussions are necessary
Those modifications/additions/further discussions are addressed as follows:
· The need for modifications has been identified. A modified text has been agreed and is included in the box “Accepted, but modified as follows”.
· The need for modifications has been identified. A modified text has not been drafted during the review by the TTEG-PPA, but the items that should be covered by the modifications are identified in the box “Accepted, but modified as follows”.
· The need for further discussions on some specific subjects has been identified. The TTEG recommends the proposal to move forward to the revision cycle, but no conclusion has been reached whether the proposal can be accepted as it is or should be modified. The items that should be covered by the additional discussions during the revision cycle are identified in the box “Accepted, but modified as follows”, and the need for actual modifications will be agreed during the revision cycle.
· "rejected" means, that the TTEG does not recommend the proposal to move forward to the revision cycle. 
· not recommended to move forward

Strategy of the TTEG PPA for the comments:
· Proposals classified as "accepted“: 
Only the cross will be made. Additional comment does not need to be provided because the necessary justifications have already been presented by the reviewer
· Proposals classified as "accepted but modified“:
Necessary modifications/additions should be mentioned to provide feedback to TRANSSC and to the author of the proposal. Following TTEG PPA discussions, modified regulatory text has been proposed in the column "Basis for Recommendation".
· Proposals classified as "rejected“:
Reasons for the rejection should be mentioned in the comment to provide feedback to TRANSSC and to the author of the proposal.

Strategy of the TTEG PPA for the identification of the impact on safety:
· Proposals classified as "impact on safety – yes“:
The proposal will change a safety requirement or introduce an additional one. The proposal does not only provide a clarification or a better wording. Proposals marked with "yes" for the "impact on safety" will be relevant for the decision to start the revision cycle for SSR-6 or not.
· Proposals classified as "impact on safety – no“:
The proposal does not change a safety requirement or introduce an additional one. The proposal rather provides a clarification or a better wording. Proposals marked with "no" for the "impact on safety" will be considered for the regulations in case of a revision cycle for SSR-6.

Strategy of the TTEG PPA for proposals assigned to TTEG PPA as secondary TTEG:
· From the TTEG PPA point of view, the proposals assigned to the TTEG PPA as secondary TTEG are mainly related to the expertise of the primary TTEG. The content of these proposals relevant for package performance and assessment is quite small.
· The TTEG PPA has mainly captured the comments of TTEG PPA members. Those comments should be forwarded to the primary TTEG and may be considered during the primary TTEG discussions.
· The final review result should be provided on the basis of primary TTEG evaluations. The TTEG PPA will accept any other review result of the primary TTEG with respect to the classification as "accepted", "accepted but modified" or "rejected". This will be also valid for the impact on safety classification as "yes" or "no".

Status: 21 September 2022
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	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
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Identified problem
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	517. LSA material or SCO in a single Type IP-1, Type IP-2, Type IP-3 package, or object or collection of objects, whichever is appropriate, shall be so restricted in quantity that the external dose rate at 3 m from the unshielded material or object or collection of objects does not exceed 10 mSv/h. Solid LSA material, excluding powder, and SCO are excepted from this requirement when transported in an industrial package that meets also the additional requirement specified in para. 630A.

Additional requirement for industrial packages containing LSA material or SCO in quantity such that the external dose rate at 3 m from the unshielded material or object or collection of objects exceeds 10 mSv/h
630A. An industrial packages designed to contain LSA material or SCO in quantity such that the external dose rate at 3 m from the unshielded material or object or collection of objects exceeds 10 mSv/h shall, in addition, be so designed that, if it were subjected to the cumulative effects of the mechanical tests specified in paras 727(a) and 727(b) and the thermal test specified in para. 728, in that order, it would retain sufficient shielding to ensure that the dose rate 1 m from the surface of the package would not exceed 10 mSv/h with the maximum radioactive contents that the package is designed to contain. The order in which the package is subjected to the mechanical tests specified in paras 727(a) and 727(b) shall be such that, on completion of the mechanical tests, the specimen shall have suffered such damage as will lead to maximum damage in the thermal test that follows.


535. Each package that conforms to a design approved under one or more of paras 807 806A–816 and 820 shall be legibly and durably marked on the outside of the packaging with the following information: (…). 

802. Competent authority approval shall be required for the following:

(a) Designs for:
(…)
 (vi)	Industrial packages containing LSA material or SCO in quantity such that the external dose rate at 3 m from the unshielded material or object or collection of objects exceeds 10 mSv/h (see paras 806A-806C);
(vii) 	Type B(U) packages and Type B(M) packages (see paras 808-813 and 820);
(viii) 	Type C packages (see paras 808-810).
(…)

APPROVAL OF PACKAGE DESIGNS

Approval of industrial package designs to contain industrial packages designed to contain LSA material or SCO in quantity such that the external dose rate at 3 m from the unshielded material or object or collection of objects exceeds 10 mSv/h

806A. Each industrial package design for LSA material or SCO in quantity such that the external dose rate at 3 m from the unshielded material or object or collection of objects exceeds 10 mSv/h shall require unilateral approval by the competent authority of the country of origin of the design, unless multilateral approval is otherwise required by these Regulations.

806B. An application for approval shall include all information necessary to satisfy the competent authority that the design meets the requirements of para. 630A and a specification of the applicable management system, as required in para. 306.

806C. The competent authority shall establish a certificate of approval stating that the approved design meets the requirements of para. 630A and shall attribute to that design an identification mark.

832. Each certificate of approval issued by a competent authority shall be assigned an identification mark. The mark shall be of the following generalized type:

VRI/Number/Type code

(…).

(a) The following type codes shall be used in the order listed to indicate the types of certificate of approval issued:
(…)
IF 	Industrial package design for fissile material
IW	Industrial package design for LSA material or SCO in quantity such that the external dose rate at 3 m from the unshielded material or object or collection of objects exceeds 10 mSv/h
S 	Special form radioactive material
(…).

	Many nuclear facilities are moving from operations to decommissioning. Effectively dealing with this phase of the life cycle requires developing and adopting appropriate waste packaging solutions.

A significant quantity of waste meets the criteria about activity distribution and specific activity or surface contamination to be classified as LSA or SCO but does not meet the unshielded dose rate criteria (10 mSv/h at 3 m from the unshielded material or object).

This precludes those wastes to be transported in a Type IP-2 or Type IP-3 package and requires those wastes to be transported in a Type B(U) or Type B(M) package. 

A Type B package has more onerous design, testing, approval and manufacturing standards than a Type IP-2/IP-3 package, thereby increasing the cost and timescales for approval. Furthermore, a Type B package has a reduced capacity and payload. This has detrimental consequences on the transport operations, but also on the decommissioning activities and the overall safety.

A Type IP-2/IP-3 package is “safe by contents”. The classification of the contents as LSA/SCO provides inherent safety during transport, so that – even if the package fails during accident conditions of transport – it is unlikely to cause dangerous biological effects.  
-	The requirements for the contents (LSA/SCO), about activity distribution and specific activity or surface contamination value, will limit the inhalation, ingestion or contamination spread hazard of the contents, even if the contents escape from the packaging.
-	The limitation on the unshielded dose rate of the contents to 10 mSv/h at 3 m, will limit the direct radiation hazard of the contents, even if the contents escape from the packaging.

A Type B package is “safe by packaging”. 
-	The restriction on the loss of the contents from the package, will limit the inhalation, ingestion or contamination spread hazard of the contents, even after accident conditions of transport.
-	The restriction on the damage to shielding of the package, such that the dose rate around the package does not exceed 10 mSv/h at 1 m, will limit the direct radiation hazard of the contents, even after accident conditions of transport.

For the materials that meet the criteria about activity distribution and specific activity or surface contamination to be classified as LSA or SCO but does not meet the unshielded dose rate criteria (10 mSv/h at 3 m from the unshielded material or object), a new “hybrid system” is proposed. In this new “hybrid system”: 
-	The requirements for the contents about activity distribution and specific activity or surface contamination value (same requirements as for LSA/SCO), will limit the inhalation, ingestion or contamination spread hazard of the contents, even if the contents escape from the packaging. 
-	The restriction on the damage to shielding of the package, such that the dose rate is bounded by an appropriate criterion, will limit the direct radiation hazard of the contents, even after accident conditions of transport.
o	This is put into effect by requiring that the package is submitted to the tests for demonstrating ability to withstand accident conditions of transport, including a 9-meter drop onto a flat and unyielding surface, a 1-meter drop onto a punch bar and a 30-minute fully engulfing 800°C fire test. The pass criterion shall be that the dose rate 1 m from the surface of the package would not exceed 10 mSv/h with the maximum radioactive contents that the package is designed to contain.

In other words, material that meets the criteria about activity distribution and specific activity or surface contamination to be classified as LSA or SCO, but does not meet the unshielded dose rate criteria (10 mSv/h at 3 m from the unshielded material or object), can be safely transported in a Type IP‑2/IP-3 provided that the package is submitted to an additional requirement about the  ability of its shielding to withstand accident conditions of transport.

The proposed new text includes the requirements for that purpose.

Paras 517 and 630A are the “parent” requirements. 
Modification of and/or addition of new paras 802, 806A, 806B, 806C, 832 are about the approval of industrial package designs that are submitted to this additional requirement for the transport of high dose rate waste (similarly to what is currently required for industrial packages containing fissile material).
Modification of para. 535 is a subsequent to the creation of the new para. 806A.

Implementation of this proposal would allow to increase the overall safety, reduce the exposure of workers, increase the feasibility and sustainability of decommissioning and reduce the environmental impact. The proposal fulfills the need for a holistic approach for decommissioning.   
 
The attached document “WNTI-35 IP with additional requirement for high dose rate material” provides detailed background information, the justification of the needs, the features about the safety concept of the proposal, and the safety benefits that are expected from these alternative requirements.

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation

	
	X
The following aspects should be considered during the revision cycle: 
· Unilateral approval vs. multilateral approval.
· Contents of the application for approval.
· Consideration about the wording of SSR-6 or SSG-26 to confirm that, in the provisions of para. 630A, material that would escape from the packaging after accident conditions of transport is appropriately considered when assessing the dose rate at 1 m from the package.
· Consideration about the possibility to modify the requirements for Type B(M) packages in order to achieve a similar goal in a more simple way (a Type B(M) package could be exempted from the requirements about release of activity when transporting LSA material and SCO).
	Yes
	
	Justifications for the need and the benefits of the proposal WNTI-35 has been provided in the proposal and the attached document “AttWNTI-35IPwithadditionalrequirementsforhighdoseratematerial.pdf”. The provided justifications have been accepted during the TTEG-PPA meeting on 22 July 2022.

The need for having both proposals WNTI-35 and WNTI-36 was discussed. For the proposer, the two proposals are complementary options and not competitive options. Some participants considered that the priority should be given to WNTI-35, whereas others considered it was appropriate to give flexibility to the users. This issue should be considered more in detail and resolved during the revision cycle. See also WNTI-36.

The safety concept has been accepted during the TTEG-PPA meeting on 22 July 2022. The proposal does not reduce safety for the transport of radioactive material (whereas it increases the overall safety, it reduces the exposure for workers, and it increases the feasibility and sustainability of decommissioning). 

The proposal is deemed as mature enough to allow the proposal WNTI-35 to move to the upcoming revision cycle.

Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 1 part 1 on 22 July 2022.

	TTEG-RP Recommendation
(TTEG-PPA is primary)

	x
	
	Yes
	
	RP aspects of the proposal are OK.

Release of material during accident conditions of transport may complicate the safety demonstrations since there is no quantitative criterion. SSG-26 may address that issue since it is linked to safety demonstrations (that depend on the designers), not the concept itself.

A comment for further considerations during the revision cycle: since those LSA/SCO material are more "dangerous", they should probably need to be transported in a kind of IP-3 or type A package since they are more robust in normal and accident conditions of transport considering, for example, a range of temperature from -40 to +70°C for the packaging and the effect of external pressure of 0,6 bar; in fact, as an approved package, effect of temperature on the content should be included in special RCT requirements (such as type B packages). Those considerations could have an effect on the robustness of the package, thus on the accident consequences in terms of RP.

	Comment by Germany
	
	x
	
	
	Preferred solution over WNTI-36. Germany proposes redrafting in terms of modified Type B(M) requirements, as mentioned in the recommendation by TTEG PPA.

	USA Rebuttal
	
	
	Yes
	Reject on Process and technical basis
	
Process:  TTEG-PPA list several items that need to be resolved before this proposal can be approved.  Accordingly, proposals should be reclassified as an identified problem and addressed in next review cycle (after applicant and TTEG complete discussion of proposal).

Technical:  Proposal conflicts with history of LSA/SCO which adopted radiation level protection requirements from unshielded material requirement to protect response community and general public. While TRANSSC can debate benefits of improved packaging, there is no doubt that it will not survive hypothetical accidents.  This exposes the response community and general public to 3 times the radiation level than current regulations.  This trade-off between lower non-transport worker dose for higher transport worker/responder/public risk is not acceptable.

Technical: Risk presented by this proposal may be much greater than 3X current regulations when taken in context of WNTI proposal for mixtures of LSA and SCO.  Rather than current regulations that both LSA and SCO must meet all requirements and as well as the mixture, the new proposal allows (in my opinion) LSA shielding of SCO by applying requirements to mixture.  This shielding would allow much more active SCO which would make this shipping configuration a higher risk.
 

	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	
	X
	
	
	WNTI to redraft WNTI-35 according to the recommendations of TTEG-PPA, the rebuttals provided and the discussion in TRANSSC 45. 

	Modified text from WNTI on Canada on WNTI-35
	
	
	
	
	Text from email from WNTI dated 18 April 2023, which provides an introduction to the modified text that was submitted for WNTI-35: 

The proposal has been significantly simplified and it is now limited to the modification of the paragraph 667 only.

The attached document also includes explanations about how “the recommendations of TTEG-PPA, the rebuttals provided and the discussion in TRANSSC 45” has been taken into account, as requested by TRANSSC 45. 

REVISED PROPOSAL WNTI-35

1. SSR-6 – REGULATIONS FOR THE SAFE TRANSPORT OF RADIOACTIVE MATERIAL 

667. Type B(M) packages shall meet the requirements for Type B(U) packages specified in para. 652, except that: 

(a) fFor a packages to be transported solely within a specified country or solely between specified countries, conditions other than those given in paras 639, 655–657 and 660–666 may be assumed with the approval of the competent authorities of these countries. The requirements for Type B(U) packages specified in paras 655 and 660–666 shall be met as far as practicable.
(b) [bookmark: _Hlk127137516]For a package containing solid radioactive material for which the conditions of paras 409(b) or 409(c), or the conditions of paras 413(a) or 413(b) are met, the requirements given in paras 659(a) and 659(b)(ii) are not applicable, provided that, if it were subjected to the test specified in paras 719-724, it would prevent loss or dispersal of the radioactive contents. 
Provisions of both subparagraphs (a) and (b) may be applied to a single package design. 

2. CONSIDERATION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF TTEG-PPA, THE REBUTTALS PROVIDED AND THE DISCUSSION IN TRANSSC 45

2.1 [bookmark: _Hlk132154038]TTEG-PPA 

2.1.1 [bookmark: _Hlk132154081]Conclusion of the TTEG-PPA

The following aspects should be considered during the revision cycle: 
· [bookmark: _Hlk132152903]Unilateral approval vs. multilateral approval.
· Contents of the application for approval.
· Consideration about the wording of SSR-6 or SSG-26 to confirm that, in the provisions of para. 630A, material that would escape from the packaging after accident conditions of transport is appropriately considered when assessing the dose rate at 1 m from the package.
· Consideration about the possibility to modify the requirements for Type B(M) packages in order to achieve a similar goal in a more simple way (a Type B(M) package could be exempted from the requirements about release of activity when transporting LSA material and SCO).

2.1.2 [bookmark: _Hlk132154317]Revised proposal

-	Unilateral approval vs. multilateral approval? 
[bookmark: _Hlk132153174]The original proposal specified a unilateral proposal. The revised proposal is drafted in terms of modified Type B(M) requirements. For the revised proposal, the approval is a multilateral approval, as suggested by some competent authorities.
 
-	Contents of the application for approval.
[bookmark: _Hlk132155671]The original proposal included a specification for the contents of the application for approval. This specification was considered as too vague by some competent authorities. The revised proposal is drafted in terms of modified Type B(M) requirements. Therefore, the contents of the application is the same as currently applicable for a Type B(M) package design, and this is a well-established and recognized specification. 

[bookmark: _Hlk132155324]-	Consideration about the wording of SSR-6 or SSG-26 to confirm that, in the provisions of para. 630A, material that would escape from the packaging after accident conditions of transport is appropriately considered when assessing the dose rate at 1 m from the package.
It is considered that the best localization for such information is in the SSG-26. Tentative wording has been drafted and will be proposed in the course of the revision of SSG-26.

-	Consideration about the possibility to modify the requirements for Type B(M) packages in order to achieve a similar goal in a more simple way (a Type B(M) package could be exempted from the requirements about release of activity when transporting LSA material and SCO).
[bookmark: _Hlk132154345]The revised proposal is drafted in terms of modified Type B(M) requirements, in line with this suggestion from some competent authorities that participated in the TTEG-PPA meeting. 

2.2 TTEG-RP

2.2.1 [bookmark: _Hlk132154769]Conclusion of the TTEG-RP

A comment for further considerations during the revision cycle: since those LSA/SCO material are more "dangerous", they should probably need to be transported in a kind of IP-3 or type A package since they are more robust in normal and accident conditions of transport considering, for example, a range of temperature from -40 to +70°C for the packaging and the effect of external pressure of 0,6 bar; in fact, as an approved package, effect of temperature on the content should be included in special RCT requirements (such as type B packages). Those considerations could have an effect on the robustness of the package, thus on the accident consequences in terms of RP.

2.2.2 [bookmark: _Hlk132154824]Revised proposal

[bookmark: _Hlk132239952]The revised proposal is drafted in terms of modified Type B(M) requirements. All the general requirements that are applicable to all packagings and packages, and all the requirements that are applicable to Type IP‑3 and Type A packages are included. 

2.3 [bookmark: _Hlk132155181]COMMENT BY GERMANY

2.3.1 Comment by Germany

Preferred solution over WNTI-36. Germany proposes redrafting in terms of modified Type B(M) requirements, as mentioned in the recommendation by TTEG PPA.

2.3.2 [bookmark: _Hlk132155289]Revised proposal

The proposal WNTI-36 is currently given up.

The new proposal is redrafted in terms of modified Type B(M) requirements, as suggested by Germany. 

2.4 [bookmark: _Hlk132239131]USA REBUTTAL

2.4.1 [bookmark: _Hlk132239204]Comment by USA

[bookmark: _Hlk132155362]Process:  TTEG-PPA list several items that need to be resolved before this proposal can be approved.  (…).

[bookmark: _Hlk132155533]Technical:  Proposal conflicts with history of LSA/SCO which adopted radiation level protection requirements from unshielded material requirement to protect response community and general public. (…).

2.4.2 Revised proposal

-	Process:  TTEG-PPA list several items that need to be resolved before this proposal can be approved.  
The revised proposal addresses all the comments provided by the TTEG-PPA: see above section 2.1.2. 

· Technical:  Proposal conflicts with history of LSA/SCO which adopted radiation level protection requirements from unshielded material requirement to protect response community and general public. (…).
[bookmark: _Hlk132239913]The revised proposal is drafted in terms of modified Type B(M) requirements. The requirements regrading dose rate that apply to all Type B(M) package designs are maintained, and these are well-established and recognized requirements.

2.5 DISCUSSION IN TRANSSC 45

2.5.1 Discussion in TRANSSC 45

[bookmark: _Hlk132239653]Most of the comments provided during TRANSSC 45 were similar to those provided during the TTEG-PPA meeting, the comment from Germany and the USA rebuttal. 

One additional comment was that the proposal does not fit well with the current Regulations. 

2.5.2 Revised proposal

· Comments provided during the TTEG-PPA meeting, the comment from Germany and the USA rebuttal
Those comments are dealt with in above paragraphs 2.1, 2.3 and 2.4.

· The proposal does not fit well with the current Regulations
The revised proposal is drafted in terms of modified Type B(M) requirements. There is only one paragraph that is proposed to be modified. Consequently, the revised proposal fits well with the current Regulations.  



	TTEG-PPA recommendation for TRANSSC 46
	X
	
	
	
	The TTEG-PPA has discussed the modified text. There are not any additional modifications identified. There are no cannot-live with statements of TTEG PPA members.


	TRANSSC 46
	
	
	
	
	The representative from the US asked whether this proposal essentially makes a B(M) package a “special arrangement” in that a package that does not meet the requirements for a B(U) would be classified as a B(M).

The TTEG-PPA chair stated that his understanding is that modified text in subpara. (a) is about not meeting the temperature requirements for B(U) and subpara. (b) is about not meeting the containment requirements completely. He indicated that the modified text was developed in accordance with the discussions at TRANSSC 45, which did not include developing the concept of special arrangement. 

The representative from WNTI stated that special arrangements usually apply to a specific shipment. In this proposal, the intention is to have a package approval without the restrictions of a special arrangement. 

TRANSSC accepted the recommendation of TTEG-PPA; therefore, the proposal will move forward.

	COMMENTS BY REVIEWER
	RESOLUTION

	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Rejected
	Reason for modification/rejection

	Step 7
PAK-15
	667(b)
	...radioactive material
	Refer Term “solid radioactive material” has been used which is not consistent with the existing terminology.
Further, use of new types of terminologies can causes more complexity in transport regulation 

	
	
	X
	The term “solid” is necessary to exclude liquid and gases in the case of LSA-II (See para. 409(b)).

	Step 7
TRANSSC47 decision on:

PAK/TRANSSC47 on PAK-15
	667(b)
	
	As per current style of SSR-6 exclusion are mentioned stating the word "except" therefore except liquid and gas may be used.

	
	
	X
	The text of para. 667(b) is already quite complicated and the proposed text would make it even more complicated. 

	Step 7
BEL-02

	667(b)
	667. Type B(M) packages shall meet the requirements for Type B(U) packages specified in para. 652, except that:
(a)	For a package to be transported solely within a specified country or solely between specified countries, ambient temperatures and solar insolation conditions other than those given in paras 653–657 and conditions other than those given in paras 639 and 660–666 may be assumed with the approval of the competent authorities of these countries. The requirements for Type B(U) packages specified in paras 655 and 660–666 shall be met as far as practicable.
(b) For a package containing solid radioactive material for which the conditions of paras 409(b) or (c) or the conditions of paras 413(a) or (b) are met, the requirements given in paras 659(a) and (b)(ii) shall not be applicable, provided that, if the package were subjected to the tests specified in paras 719–724, it would prevent loss or dispersal of the radioactive contents and if the package were subjected to the tests specified in para 659(b), the loss or dispersal of the radioactive contents shall be so restricted that the external dose at 3 m from the lost or dispersed material does not exceed 10 mSv/h.

	LSA-II (409(b)), LSA-III (409(c)), SCO-I (413(a)) or SCO-II (413(b)) material that will be transported in a type B(U)/B(M) package (normally in an industrial package, see para 521) could be material that does not comply with para 517 (external dose rate at 3 m from unshielded material or object or collection of objects > 10 mSv/h).

In order to limit the consequences (in terms of dose rate) after  accidents associated with this kind of material to the same level as that associated with Type A packages, it's essential to limit the loss or dispersal of radioactive material in such way that  the external dose rate be lower than 10 mSv/h at 3 m (~100 mSv/h at 1 m) from this potential unshielded material or object or collection of objects.

There is few evidence that any supplementary operational controls (812(b)) could compensate the absence of limitation or restriction regarding loss or dispersal of the radioactive contents in ACT.

	
	
	X
	Para 667(b) addresses Type B(M) packages containing LSA II/III or SCO I/II material. Test requirements with respect to para 659 are 10 mSv/h in 1 m distance under ACT (Type B requirements) and no loss or dispersal of material under NCT (Type A requirements).
The application of unshielded LSA dose rate requirements (10 mSv/h in 3 m distance) is not appropriate because the shielding is still present under ACT and loss or dispersal of material is prevented under NCT.

	Step 7
TRANSSC47 decision on:

BEL/TRANSSC47 on BEL-02
	667(b)
	
	We note that in that case release of material in ACT should be considered in the shielding analysis of para 659(b)(i). This could be elaborated in SSG-26.

	X
	The concern raised by some TTEG PPA members should be addressed in SSG-26. This should include shielding analysis for material inside and released material outside the package including powder or non-fixed contamination (JPN/TRANSSC-11) in accident conditions.
The TTEG PPA agrees with he comment and confirms the rejection of the proposal.
	
	TTEG-PPA


	Step 7
F-25
	667(b)
	For a package containing solid radioactive material for which the conditions of paras 409(b)(ii) or (c) or the conditions of paras 413(a) or (b) are met, (…)
	Precision for consistency as para. 409(b)(i) concerns liquid radioactive material (tritiated water).
	X
	
	
	

	Step 7
JPN/TRANSSC-11
	Para. 667(b)
	(b)	For a package containing solid radioactive material for which the conditions of paras   409(b) or (c) or the conditions of paras 413(a) or (b) are met, the requirements given in paras 659(a) and (b)(ii) shall not be applicable, provided that, if the package were subjected to the tests specified in paras 719–724, it would prevent loss or dispersal of the radioactive contents. This solid radioactive material shall not include any powder or non-fixed contamination.

	Clarification
From the viewpoint of preventing the loss or dispersal of contained material, the description is insufficient. Specifically, securing the Section 409(b) powder exemption; Loss and dispersion of free non-fixed contamination under Section 413(b) is not considered to be demonstrated. Therefore, an explanation should be added.
	
	
	X
	The reference to paras 409 and 413 provides only the material characterization. The requirement to prevent loss or dispersal of contents reflects Type A requirements. So, the prevention of loss or dispersal should also include powder or non-fixed contamination. The problem of powder or non-fixed contamination is covered by the definitions of LSA II/III and SCO-I/II, which assure that unacceptable doses after accidents will not occur.





	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	WNTI-36
	
	See attached paper “WNTI-36 Shielded radioactive material”.
	Many nuclear facilities are moving from operations to decommissioning. Effectively dealing with this phase of the life cycle requires developing and adopting appropriate waste packaging solutions.

A significant quantity of waste meets the criteria about activity distribution and specific activity or surface contamination to be classified as LSA or SCO but does not meet the unshielded dose rate criteria (10 mSv/h at 3 m from the unshielded material or object).

This precludes those wastes to be transported in a Type IP-2 or Type IP-3 package and requires those wastes to be transported in a Type B(U) or Type B(M) package. 

A Type B package has more onerous design, testing, approval and manufacturing standards than a Type IP-2/IP-3 package, thereby increasing the cost and timescales for approval. Furthermore, a Type B package has a reduced capacity and payload. This has detrimental consequences on the transport operations, but also on the decommissioning activities and the overall safety.

A Type IP-2/IP-3 package is “safe by contents”. The classification of the contents as LSA/SCO provides inherent safety during transport, so that – even if the package fails during accident conditions of transport – it is unlikely to cause dangerous biological effects.  
-	The requirements for the contents (LSA/SCO), about activity distribution and specific activity or surface contamination value, will limit the inhalation, ingestion or contamination spread hazard of the contents, even if the contents escape from the packaging.
-	The limitation on the unshielded dose rate of the contents to 10 mSv/h at 3 m, will limit the direct radiation hazard of the contents, even if the contents escape from the packaging.

A Type B package is “safe by packaging”. 
-	The restriction on the loss of the contents from the package, will limit the inhalation, ingestion or contamination spread hazard of the contents, even after accident conditions of transport.
-	The restriction on the damage to shielding of the package, such that the dose rate around the package does not exceed 10 mSv/h at 1 m, will limit the direct radiation hazard of the contents, even after accident conditions of transport.

For the materials that meet the criteria about activity distribution and specific activity or surface contamination to be classified as LSA or SCO but does not meet the unshielded dose rate criteria (10 mSv/h at 3 m from the unshielded material or object), a new “hybrid system” is proposed. In this new “hybrid system”: 
-	The requirements for the contents about activity distribution and specific activity or surface contamination value (same requirements as for LSA/SCO), will limit the inhalation, ingestion or contamination spread hazard of the contents, even if the contents escape from the packaging. 
-	The restriction on the damage to shielding of an inner container (designated as “shielded enclosure”), such that the dose rate is bounded by an appropriate criterion, will limit the direct radiation hazard of the contents, even after accident conditions of transport.
o	This is put into effect by requiring that the “shielded enclosure” and the material enclosed within (designated as the “shielded radioactive material”) is submitted to the tests for demonstrating ability to withstand accident conditions of transport, including a 9-meter drop onto a flat and unyielding surface, a 1-meter drop onto a punch bar and a 30-minute fully engulfing 800°C fire test. The pass criterion shall be that the dose rate 3 m from the surface of the “shielded radioactive material” would not exceed 10 mSv/h with the maximum radioactive contents that “shielded enclosure” is designed to enclose. 

In other words, material that meets the criteria about activity distribution and specific activity or surface contamination to be classified as LSA or SCO, but does not meet the unshielded dose rate criteria (10 mSv/h at 3 m from the unshielded material or object), can be safely transported in a Type IP 2/IP-3 provided that the material is enclosed in a “shielding enclosure” that is submitted to tests to demonstrate its ability to retain sufficient shielding   after accident conditions of transport.

The “shielded radioactive material” would be transported in a Type IP-2/IP-3, and in any appropriate Type IP-2/IP-3 once the “shielded radioactive material” has been approved by the competent authority.

The proposed new text includes the requirements for that purpose.

This proposal is complementary to the proposal WNTI-35. It may look more complex, but it provides flexibility in practice, particularly for those waste that are already pre-packed. If it can be demonstrated that the waste and its existing current “shielded enclosure” meets the proposed new requirements and approved by the competent authority, then it can be demonstrated in a large variety of Type IP2/IP-3, for now and for the future. 

Implementation of this proposal would allow to increase the overall safety, reduce the exposure of workers, increase the feasibility and sustainability of decommissioning, and reduce the environmental impact. The proposal fulfills the need for a holistic approach for decommissioning.   
 
The attached paper “WNTI-36  Shielded radioactive material” provides detailed background information, the justification of the needs, the features about the safety concept of the proposal, and the safety benefits that are expected from these alternative requirements.

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation

	
	X
The following aspects should be considered during the revision cycle: 
· Unilateral approval vs. multilateral approval.
· The text as modified in the attached file “Att-2WNTI-36Shieldedradioactivematerial – As modified (2022 09 12) – Clean.pdf” takes appropriately into account the comment made during the TTEG PPA virtual meeting 1 part 2 on 22 August 2022 about the exclusion of fissile material from a “shielded radioactive material”, and should be considered as the basis for discussions during the future revision cycle.

	Yes
	
	Justifications for the need and the benefits of the proposal WNTI-36 has been provided in the proposal and the attached document ““Att-1WNTI-36Shieldedradioactivematerial.pdf”. The provided justifications have been accepted during the TTEG-PPA meeting on 22 August 2022.

The safety concept has been accepted during the TTEG-PPA meeting on 22 July 2022. The proposal does not reduce safety for the transport of radioactive material (whereas it increases the overall safety, it reduces the exposure for workers, and it increases the feasibility and sustainability of decommissioning).

The proposal aims at solving an actual problem, as the needs are increasing in parallel with the increasing of the number of facilities that are being decommissioned.

After considering the background information regarding proposals WNTI-35 and WNTI-36, the participants in the meeting generally agreed that it is important to allow flexibility to the users. As such, the proposal WNTI-36 appropriately complements the proposal WNTI-35 and both should move forward.

The need to provide appropriate corrections to the draft paras 518 and 519, and any other relevant paragraphs, to exclude fissile material from a “shielded radioactive material”, in accordance with the new UN proper shipping name and description was identified.

The proposal is deemed as mature enough to allow the proposal WNTI-36 to move to the upcoming revision cycle. 

Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 1 part 2 on 22 August 2022.

After the meeting, WNTI provided a modification of the proposal in attached file “Att-2WNTI-36Shieldedradioactivematerial – As modified (2022 09 12) – Clean.pdf” in order to deal with above comments about the exclusion of fissile material from a “shielded radioactive material”.

	TTEG-RP Recommendation
(TTEG-PPA is primary)

	x
	
	Yes
	
	The general idea is based on similar other concepts (SFRM and LDRM, mainly). But, as LDRM, it will probably be complex to use (requiring approval for each kind of material, instead of multiple kinds of materials for type W) and lead to more paperwork. WNTI argued that, on the contrary, it gives an opportunity for material (waste) that is already packed to be approved as a Shielded Radioactive Material only once, and then to be transported in almost any kind of IP.

TTEG RP considers that, in any case, there seem to be no issue from the RP perspective.

	Comment by Germany
	
	
	
	x
	Germany proposes rejection of WNTI-36 and accepting WNTI-35 as modified Type B(M) requirements.

	USA Rebuttal
(Repeat of rebuttal of WNTI-35)
	
	
	Yes
	Reject on Process and technical basis
	
Process:  TTEG-PPA list several items that need to be resolved before this proposal can be approved.  Accordingly, proposals should be reclassified as an identified problem and addressed in next review cycle (after applicant and TTEG complete discussion of proposal).

Technical:  Proposal conflicts with history of LSA/SCO which adopted radiation level protection requirements from unshielded material requirement to protect response community and general public. While TRANSSC can debate benefits of improved packaging, there is no doubt that it will not survive hypothetical accidents.  This exposes the response community and general public to 3 times the radiation level than current regulations.  This trade-off between lower non-transport worker dose for higher transport worker/responder/public risk is not acceptable..

Technical: Risk presented by this proposal may be much greater than 3X current regulations when taken in context of WNTI proposal for mixtures of LSA and SCO.  Rather than current regulations that both LSA and SCO must meet all requirements and as well as the mixture, the new proposal allows (in my opinion) LSA shielding of SCO by applying requirements to mixture.  This shielding would allow much more active SCO which would make this shipping configuration a higher risk.
 

	WNTI Rebuttal
	
	
	
	
	As stated in the conclusions of the TTEG-PPA meetings, the proposal was modified, and the text of the modified proposal is available in the file “Att-2WNTI-36Shieldedradioactivematerial – As modified (2022 09 12) – Clean.pdf”. This file “Att-2WNTI-36Shieldedradioactivematerial – As modified (2022).pdf” is attached and should be made available to the TRANSSC Members and Observers.


	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	
	
	
	X
	





	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	WNTI-20(a)
	653

	653. A package shall be so designed that, under the an ambient temperature of 38°C and the solar insolation conditions specified in paras. 656 and 657, heat generated within the package by the radioactive contents shall not, under normal conditions of transport, as demonstrated by the tests in paras 719–724, adversely affect the package in such a way that it would fail to meet the applicable requirements for containment and shielding if left unattended for a period of one week. (…).
	Clarification.

During the discussion within the TTEG-PPA, a question raised by Sweden has led to the conclusion that the domain of application of para. 656 (ambient temperature) should be clarified, to avoid any confusion with para. 666 (ambient temperature range). 

It is proposed to provide this clarification by deleting the contents of para. 656 and embedding that requirement directly in the relevant paragraphs where it is necessary. This will reduce the confusion from the stand-alone para 656.


	WNTI-20(b)
	654

	654. A package shall be so designed that, under the an ambient condition specified in para. 656 temperature of 38°C and in the absence of insolation, the temperature of the accessible
surfaces of a package shall not exceed 50°C, unless the package is transported under exclusive use.
	Clarification.

During the discussion within the TTEG-PPA, a question raised by Sweden has led to the conclusion that the domain of application of para. 656 (ambient temperature) should be clarified, to avoid any confusion with para. 666 (ambient temperature range). 

It is proposed to provide this clarification by deleting the contents of para. 656 and embedding that requirement directly in the relevant paragraphs where it is necessary. This will reduce the confusion from the stand-alone para 656.


	WNTI-20(c)
	655

	655. Except as required in para. 619 for a package transported by air, the maximum temperature of any surface readily accessible during transport of a package under exclusive use shall not exceed 85°C in the absence of insolation under the an ambient condition specified in para. 656 temperature of 38°C. (…).
	Clarification.

During the discussion within the TTEG-PPA, a question raised by Sweden has led to the conclusion that the domain of application of para. 656 (ambient temperature) should be clarified, to avoid any confusion with para. 666 (ambient temperature range). 

It is proposed to provide this clarification by deleting the contents of para. 656 and embedding that requirement directly in the relevant paragraphs where it is necessary. This will reduce the confusion from the stand-alone para 656.


	WNTI-20(d)
	656
	656. The ambient temperature shall be assumed to be 38°C. This paragraph was deleted.
	Clarification.

During the discussion within the TTEG-PPA, a question raised by Sweden has led to the conclusion that the domain of application of para. 656 (ambient temperature) should be clarified, to avoid any confusion with para. 666 (ambient temperature range). 

It is proposed to provide this clarification by deleting the contents of para. 656 and embedding that requirement directly in the relevant paragraphs where it is necessary. This will reduce the confusion from the stand-alone para 656.


	WNTI-20(e)
	667

	667. Type B(M) packages shall meet the requirements for Type B(U) packages specified in para. 652, except that for packages to be transported solely within a specified country or solely between specified countries, conditions other than those given in paras 639, 655653–657 and 660–666 may be assumed with the approval of the competent authorities of these countries. (…).
	Clarification.

During the discussion within the TTEG-PPA, a question raised by Sweden has led to the conclusion that the domain of application of para. 656 (ambient temperature) should be clarified, to avoid any confusion with para. 666 (ambient temperature range). 

It is proposed to provide this clarification by deleting the contents of para. 656 and embedding that requirement directly in the relevant paragraphs where it is necessary. This will reduce the confusion from the stand-alone para 656.


	WNTI-20(f)
	836

	836. (…)
(p) A statement regarding the ambient conditions assumed for purposes of design if these are not in accordance with those specified in paras 656, 653-657, and 666, as applicable.
(…).
	Clarification.

During the discussion within the TTEG-PPA, a question raised by Sweden has led to the conclusion that the domain of application of para. 656 (ambient temperature) should be clarified, to avoid any confusion with para. 666 (ambient temperature range). 

It is proposed to provide this clarification by deleting the contents of para. 656 and embedding that requirement directly in the relevant paragraphs where it is necessary. This will reduce the confusion from the stand-alone para 656.


	WNTI-20(g)
	838
	838. (…)
(o) For Type B(M) packages, a statement specifying those prescriptions of paras 639, 655653–657 and 660–666 with which the package does not conform and any amplifying information that may be useful to other competent authorities.
(…).
	Clarification.

During the discussion within the TTEG-PPA, a question raised by Sweden has led to the conclusion that the domain of application of para. 656 (ambient temperature) should be clarified, to avoid any confusion with para. 666 (ambient temperature range). 

It is proposed to provide this clarification by deleting the contents of para. 656 and embedding that requirement directly in the relevant paragraphs where it is necessary. This will reduce the confusion from the stand-alone para 656.


	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation on WNTI-20(a)

	
	X
· Modified text for paras 667 and 812(a) has been provided in the column on the right-hand side.
	No
	
	The TTEG PPA confirms, that the issue has been raised and discussed before in the TTEG PPA. Related proposals are WNTI-20(b) to WNTI-20(g) (consequential changes).

During the discussion, the following aspects have been clarified:
· Para. 656 applies to Type B(U) packages and also to Type B(M) packages. This is why the proposals WNTI-20(d) is about removing the contents of para. 656, but is accompanied with the inclusion of the ambient temperature directly in paras 653 (WNTI-20(a)), 654 (WNTI-20(b) and 655 (WNTI-20(c)) for Type B(U) packages and also in paras 836 (WNTI-20(f)) and 838 (WNTI-20(g)) for Type B(M) packages. Consequently, removing the contents of para. 656 does not induce the loss of information, as the information is transferred directly into the paragraphs where the information is needed.
· When removing the contents of a paragraph, it is now common in SSR-6 not to modify the numbering of the paragraphs. This was done for para. 601, and it was also done in the same manner for para. 233. Consequently, it can be done also for para. 656.
· Regarding possible confusion whether a temperature different from 38°C may be assumed or the temperature of the accessible surfaces of a package could exceed 50°C, it has been explained that 
· The proposal is that “… conditions other than those given in paras 639, 653-657 and 660-666 may be assumed”. The word important here is “conditions”: then, in para. 654 this applies to “under an ambient temperature of 38°C”, whereas “the temperature of the accessible surfaces of a package shall not exceed 50°C” is an acceptance criterion, and not a condition.
· There is no risk of confusion. If needed, the Advisory Material SSG-26 could be updated with a specific statement about that subject.

Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 5 on 5 August 2022.

Proposal for a modification of paras 667 and 812(a) provided by WNTI after the meeting:

667. Type B(M) packages shall meet the requirements for Type B(U) packages specified in para. 652, except that for packages to be transported solely within a specified country or solely between specified countries, ambient temperatures and solar insolation other than those given in paras 653-657 and conditions other than those given in paras 639, 655–657 and 660–666 may be assumed with the approval of the competent authorities of these countries. (…).

812(a). A list of the requirements specified in paras 639, 655653-657 and 660-666 with which the package does not conform;


	TTEG-PPA Recommendation on WNTI-20(b)-(g)

	X
	
	No
	
	Consequential change due to the outcome of WNTI-20(a). For any additional information, please refer to WNTI-20(a).

	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	
	
	
	
	

	COMMENTS BY REVIEWER
	RESOLUTION

	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Rejected
	Reason for modification/rejection

	Step 7 USA/TRANSSC-15
	653/1
	Revise “temperature of 38°C and the solar insolation conditions”
	Insolation is always solar and paragraph 654 states “… in the absence of insolation…”
	X
	
	
	Corresponding changes made to the following paras: 657, 667(a), 728, 728(b), 812(d), 

	Step 7
BEL-03
	812(a)
	An application for approval of a Type B(M) package design shall include, in addition to the information required in para. 809 for Type B(U) packages:
(a) A list of the requirements specified in paras 639, 653–657, 659 and 660–666 with which the package does not conform;

	The list of the requirements (for type B(U)) with which the package does not conform in para 812 (a) does not reflect the proposed change in WNTI-35 or the proposed change to WNTI-35:
para 659 should be added to be coherent with the proposed changes of para 667(b). 
	X
	See BEL/TRANSSC47 on BEL-03
	
	

	Step 7
TRANSSC47 decision on:

BEL/TRANSSC47 on BEL-03
	812(a)
	This list of 812(a) should refer to all references in para 667, thus also in 667(b), thus also to 659(a) and (b)(ii) ? Applicants who want to apply para 667, should clearly specify all concerned references.

	
	X
	TRANSSC47 accepted the recommendation of TTEG-PPA:

The TTEG PPA has identified some need for clarification with respect to Type B(M) package design applications based on 667(a) and 667 (b). The TTEG PPA proposes the modified text for the introductory sentence of para 812: 
An application for approval of a Type B(M) package design shall include the information required in para. 809 for Type B(U) packages
and in addition,  when para. 667 (a) applies, the following:

The TTEG PPA accepts the comment and disagree with the rejection of the proposal by the secretariat. The TTEG PPA proposes to accept the proposal with the modification  provided above.
	
	TTEG-PPA





	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	F-23/WNTI-13(a)

	627
	627. Portable tanks may also be used as together with their contents as Type IP-2 or Type IP-3, provided that:[…]
	To use more appropriate terms. Portable tanks are receptacles (packagings), not packages. 

	F-24/WNTI-13(b)
	628
	628. Tanks, other than portable tanks, may also be used as together with their contents as Type IP-2 or Type IP-3 for transporting LSA-I and LSA-II as prescribed in Table 5, provided that: […]
	To use more appropriate terms. Tanks are receptacles (packagings), not packages.

	F-25/WNTI-13(c)
	629
	629. Freight containers with the characteristics of a permanent enclosure may also be used as together with their contents as Type IP-2 or Type IP-3, provided that:[…]
	To use more appropriate terms. Freight containers are receptacles (packagings), not packages.

	F-26/WNTI-13(d)
	630
	630. Metal IBCs may also be used as together with their contents as Type IP-2 or Type IP-3, provided that:
	To use more appropriate terms. IBCs are receptacles (packagings) not packages.

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation

	X
	
	No
	
	Related proposals are F-24 to F-26 and WNTI-13(b) to WNTI-13(d) (consequential changes).

Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 5 on 5 August 2022.

	USA Rebuttal
	
	
	No
	Reject
	
Proposals for para 627 and 628 conflict with TTEG-PPA “accepted but modified as follows” of F-21, WNTI-11 (below).  TRANSSC needs to determine wording for para 627 and 628

	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	X [F-25, F-26]
	
	
	X [F-23, F-24]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	NB: Regarding F-23/WNTI-13(a) and F-24/WNTI-13(b), see modified text provided after TRANSSC 45 by WNTI/France for F-21/WNTI-11






	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	F-21
	628
	628. Tanks other than portable tanks, may also be used as Type IP-2 or Type IP-3 for transporting LSA-I and LSA-II as prescribed in Table 5, provided that:
[…]
	There is no reason identified for introducing a difference between portable tanks (see para. 627) and other tanks (see para. 628) regarding their permitted contents.
In UN Model regulations, as in international modal regulations both categories of tanks are allowed for LSA-I and LSA-II.


[This comment is placed here because it refers to para. 628, not because it is in this category.]

	WNTI-11
	628
	628. Tanks, other than portable tanks, may also be used as Type IP-2 or Type IP-3 for transporting LSA-I and LSA-II as prescribed in Table 5, provided that:
[…]


	There is no reason identified for introducing a difference between portable tanks and other tanks regarding their permitted contents.
In UN Model regulations, as in international modal regulations both categories of tanks are allowed for LSA-I, LSA-II and LSA-III.

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation

	
	X
The following aspects should be considered during the revision cycle: 
· Modified text for para 627 including the content of para 628 has been provided in the column on the right-hand side. Consequently, para 628 is proposed to be deleted.
	Yes
	
	The TTEG PPA has basically accepted the justification provided by the author.

During the discussion, the following aspects have been clarified:
· With respect to the bifurcation of the the requirement in the first place, it can be noticed that, in the 2012 Edition of the Regulations (SSR-6), for portable tanks there was no restriction, as in the 2018 Edition, and for tanks there was a restriction to LSA-I and LSA-II liquids and gases. 
· In the 2018 Edition, the restriction to the physical form (liquids and solids) was removed, but the impossibility to transport LSA-III was not removed.
· We have not been able to find the reason for not removing this restriction. It seems that the issue was not considered totally, or was lost at some time during the process.

Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 5 on 5 August 2022.

Proposal for a combined approach provided by WNTI after the meeting:
[bookmark: _Hlk110639300]627. Tanks, including Pportable tanks, may also be used as Type IP-2 or Type IP-3, provided that:

(a) 	They satisfy the requirements for Type IP-1 specified in para. 623.
 (b) 	They are designed to satisfy the requirements prescribed either in:
· Chapter 6.7 of the United Nations Recommendations on the Transport of Dangerous Goods, Model Regulations [17], or other requirements, at least equivalent, in the case of portable tanks; or
· Regional or national regulations for the transport of dangerous goods, in the case of tanks other than portable tanks.
(c)	and They are capable of withstanding a test pressure of 265 kPa.
(cd) 	They are designed so that any additional shielding that is provided shall be capable of withstanding the static and dynamic stresses resulting from handling and routine conditions of transport and of preventing more than a 20% increase in the maximum dose rate at any external surface of the portable tanks.

628. Tanks, other than portable tanks, may also be used as Type IP-2 or Type IP-3 for transporting LSA-I and LSA-II as prescribed in Table 5, provided that:

(a) 	They satisfy the requirements for Type IP-1 specified in para. 623.
[bookmark: _Hlk110031760](b) 	They are designed to satisfy the requirements prescribed in regional or national regulations for the transport of dangerous goods and are capable of withstanding a test pressure of 265 kPa.
(c) 	They are designed so that any additional shielding that is provided shall be capable of withstanding the static and dynamic stresses resulting from handling and routine conditions of transport and of preventing more than a 20% increase in the maximum dose rate at any external surface of the tanks.

628. This paragraph was deleted.


	TTEG-OM Recommendation
(PPA is primary)
	
	X
	No
	
	TTEG-OM ACCEPTS this proposal with modification made by TTEG-PPA. [See F-21/WNTI-11 in TTEG-PPA]


	USA Rebuttal
	
	
	No
	Reject
	
Proposals conflict with proposals F-23/WNTI-13(a) for para. 627 and F-24/WNTI-13(b) for para. 628 which are approved (above).  TRANSSC needs to determine wording for para. 627 and 628

	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	
	X
	
	
	Merge F-23 and F-24, taking account of TTEG PPA comments.

	Text from WNTI/France
	
	
	
	
	In accordance with the discussion during the TRANSSC 45 meeting and the conclusions that were reported, it was required that proposals F-21/WNTI-11 should be merged with the proposals [F-23 and -24] / [WNTI-13(a) and -13(b)]

After discussions with the French competent authority, our common proposal for the updated proposal F-21/WNTI-11 is as follows (in blue and red, the proposal F-21/WNTI-11 as modified by the TTEG-PPA; in green, the additional modifications following merging with [F-23 and -24] / [WNTI-13(a) and -13(b)]).


627. Tanks, including Pportable tanks, may also be used together with their contents as Type IP-2 or Type IP-3, provided that:

(a)       They satisfy the requirements for Type IP-1 specified in para. 623.
(b)      They are designed to satisfy the requirements prescribed either in:
· Chapter 6.7 of the United Nations Recommendations on the Transport of Dangerous Goods, Model Regulations [17], or other requirements, at least equivalent, in the case of portable tanks; or
· Regional or national regulations for the transport of dangerous goods, in the case of tanks other than portable tanks.
(c)        and They are capable of withstanding a test pressure of 265 kPa.
(cd)     They are designed so that any additional shielding that is provided shall be capable of withstanding the static and dynamic stresses resulting from handling and routine conditions of transport and of preventing more than a 20% increase in the maximum dose rate at any external surface of the portable tanks.

628. Tanks, other than portable tanks, may also be used as Type IP-2 or Type IP-3 for transporting LSA-I and LSA-II as prescribed in Table 5, provided that:

(a)       They satisfy the requirements for Type IP-1 specified in para. 623.
(b)       They are designed to satisfy the requirements prescribed in regional or national regulations for the transport of dangerous goods and are capable of withstanding a test pressure of 265 kPa.
(c)       They are designed so that any additional shielding that is provided shall be capable of withstanding the static and dynamic stresses resulting from handling and routine conditions of transport and of preventing more than a 20% increase in the maximum dose rate at any external surface of the tanks.

628. This paragraph was deleted.


	TTEG-PPA recommendation for TRANSSC 46
	X
	
	
	
	The TTEG-PPA has discussed the modified text. There are not any additional modifications identified. There are no cannot-live with statements of TTEG PPA members.


	TRANSSC 46
	
	
	
	
	There were no comments on the recommendation of TTEG-PPA; therefore, it was accepted. 




	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	UK-01
	220 (bis)
	Designer shall mean the person or organisation that is responsible for identifying the design
	Designer is not defined within the regulations, required to place duties on the dutyholder with regards to package compliance documentation (see UK-6 and UK-7)

The definition is consistent with the definition in the PDSR guide for package designer.

Package is already defined in SSR-6 so no need to re-define.

Para 220A needs to be moved to 220B or similar numbering scheme

Supported by TRANSSC TTEG PPA – Type A Packaging Working group output.

	UK-06
	801
	801. For package designs where it is not required that a competent authority issue a certificate of approval, the designer shall produce, maintain and shall, on request, make available for inspection by the relevant competent authority, a record of the design of the package. The record shall include:
(a) A description of the authorized radioactive contents including their physical and chemical states and the nature of the radiation emitted.
(b) A detailed statement of the package design, including a description of the containment system, with reference to drawings, material specifications and manufacture.
(c) A statement of the tests that have been carried out and documentation of their results, or evidence based on calculations, analysis, or other evidence, that the design is meets all the applicable requirements.
(d) Handling, packing and maintenance instructions.
Consideration of ageing through use and storage, with reference to any operational measures required to monitor and limit the ageing effects, if necessary.
	Replace whole of para 801 with a more detailed set of requirements that the package designer is required to meet for non-competent authority approved packages.

Brings Guidance from SSG-26 into requirements.

Supported by TRANSSC TTEG PPA – Type A Packaging Working group output.

	UK-07
	801A
	801A. For package designs where it is not required that a competent authority issue a certificate of approval, the designer shall produce, maintain and provide with all packages, a current certificate of compliance. A current certificate of compliance shall be made available on request. The certificate of compliance shall include:
(a)	Type of package (with reference to Para 231)
(b)	Identification of the packaging by model number or name.
(c)	Name, address and contact information of the designer.
(d)	The international vehicle registration code (VRI code) of the country of origin of design.
(e)	A specification of the allowed radioactive content. This shall include the physical and chemical forms, the activities involved (including those of the various isotopes, if appropriate), amounts in grams, and whether the contents are restricted to special form radioactive material.
(f)	A brief description of the packaging, including materials of manufacture, gross mass, general outside dimensions and appearance.
(g)	A reproducible illustration, not larger than 21 cm × 30 cm, showing the make-up of the package.
(h)	Any restriction on the modes of transport, if appropriate.
(i)	Reference to the required handling, packing and maintenance instructions as made available by the designer.
(j)	List of applicable national and international regulations, including the edition of the Transport Regulations and the relevant paragraphs that the package design complies with.
(k)	Signature and identification of the person responsible for certifying the compliance.
(l)	The issue and an expiry date of the certificate – taking account of future changes in regulations and design evolution/ageing.
(m)	The following statement: “This certificate does not relieve the consignor from compliance with any requirement of the government of any country through or into which the package will be transported.”
	Brings the contents of the certificate for non-competent authority approved packages into requirements.

Drives consistency between designers certificates – general compliance has been found to be poor.

Supported by TRANSSC TTEG PPA – Type A Packaging Working group output.

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation

	
	UK-01:    X
The following aspects should be considered during the revision cycle: 
· Adjusting definition to more closely match that in SSG-66

UK-06 & UK-07: X
The following aspects should be considered during the revision cycle: 

Add a level of proportionality to cover range of package types.

	No
	
	Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 2 on 26 July 2022 provided by UK representatives.

	Comment from Japan
	
	
	No
	X
	"Designer" is not a concept that can be applied to all transport packages, for example, it is questionable whether it is appropriate to assume the responsibilities of designers even for general distribution goods, such as cardboard boxes or drums.  It is natural to consider that the shipper, not the designer, should be primarily responsible for complying with the requirements of a transport package, however the shipper cannot be responsible for such requirements together with other related proposals (UK-06 and UK-07). Since they are generally immature proposals which contain doubt as to their validity and it may discharge the shippers from all their responsibilities based on SSR-6, Japan rejects them.

	USA Rebuttal
	
	
	No
	Reject
	· Proposal incompletely addresses an identified problem with documentation for self-certified packages 
· Consignor’s Certification and Declaration in Para 547 assigns the responsibility for proper packaging to the consignor and not the newly defined designer. Creation of this dual responsibility greatly complicates enforcement of self-certified packages
· Inconsistent application of the definition.  Why do self-certified package designs have “designers” and packages approved by Competent Authorities do not?  Enforcement for Competent Authority approved packages would still be against the user or consignor, but self-certified packages would be against designer and/or user? 

	WNTI Rebuttal
	
	
	
	X
	[bookmark: _Hlk117541656][bookmark: _Hlk117544746]There were a lot of discussions during the TTEG-PPA meetings, and it was agreed that the proposals should be significantly modified. Currently, no updated text is available. The proposals do not seem to be sufficiently mature to lead to a text that could reach a consensus in the short term. The proposals should be rejected in the current review / revision cycle.

	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	
	X
	
	
	UK to develop proposal further. 

	UK modified text for 
UK-01
	
	
	
	
	Submitted via email dtd 3 March 2023

Para/Line No.: Para. 220 (bis) 

Proposed new text: Designer shall mean the person or organisation that is responsible for identifying the complete package design

Reason/Description/Identified Problem: Designer is not defined within the regulations, it is required to place duties on the most appropriate dutyholder with regards to package compliance documentation (see UK-6 and UK-7)

The definition is consistent with the definition in the PDSR guide for package designer (SSG-66 Para 2.1).

Package and Design are already defined in SSR-6 so no need to re-define.

Para 220A needs to be moved to 220B or similar numbering scheme

Feb 2023 - Updated to include term “complete) inline with SSG-66 definition.

Note that there are other places within SSR-6 where the “designer” could be introduced to clarify and enhance the regulations. An example being in Para 306 – which currently does not reference the designer as needing to provide demonstration of compliance.


	UK modified text for UK‑06
	
	
	
	
	Submitted via email dtd 3 March 2023

Para/Line No.:  801

Proposed new text: 
801. For package designs where it is not required that a competent authority issue a certificate of approval, the designer shall produce, maintain and on request, make available for inspection by the relevant competent authority, a record of the design of the package. The record shall, appropriate to the package type [X], include:
(a)	A description of the authorized radioactive contents including their physical and chemical states and the nature of the radiation emitted.
(b)	A detailed statement of the package design, including a description of the containment system, with reference to drawings, material specifications and manufacture.
(c)	A statement of the tests that have been carried out and documentation of their results, or evidence based on calculations, analysis, or other evidence, that the design is meets all the applicable requirements.
(d)	Handling, packing and maintenance instructions.
(e)	Consideration of ageing through use and storage, with reference to any operational measures required to monitor and limit the ageing effects, if necessary.

Reason/Description/Identified Problem:
Replace whole of para 801 with a more detailed set of requirements that the package designer is required to meet for non-competent authority approved packages.

Brings Guidance from SSG-26 into requirements.

Supported by TRANSSC TTEG PPA – Type A Packaging Working group output.

Added reference to SSG-66 [X]

This requirement aligns with the guidance in SSG-66 – without this requirement there may not be a legal basis for the guidance in SSG-66 for non-competent authority approved packages.

	UK modified text for UK‑07
	
	
	
	
	Submitted via email dtd 3 March 2023

Para/Line No.: 801A

Proposed new text: 
801A. For package designs where it is not required that a competent authority issue a certificate of approval, the designer shall produce, maintain and provide with all packages, a current certificate of compliance. A current certificate of compliance shall be made available on request. The certificate of compliance shall include the following, appropriate to the package type:
(a)	Type of package (with reference to Para 231)
(b)	Identification of the packaging by model number or name.
(c)	Name, address and contact information of the designer.
[bookmark: _Hlk136945995](d)	The international vehicle registration code (VRI code) of the country of origin of design.
(e)	A specification of the allowed radioactive content. This shall include the physical and chemical forms, the activities involved (including those of the various isotopes, if appropriate), amounts in grams, and whether the contents are restricted to special form radioactive material.
(f)	A brief description of the packaging, including materials of manufacture, gross mass, general outside dimensions and appearance.
(g)	A reproducible illustration, not larger than 21 cm × 30 cm, showing the make-up of the package.
(h)	Any restriction on the modes of transport, if appropriate.
(i)	Reference to the required handling, packing and maintenance instructions as made available by the designer.
(j)	List of applicable national and international regulations, including the edition of the Transport Regulations and the relevant paragraphs that the package design complies with.
(k)	Signature and identification of the person responsible for certifying the compliance.
(l)	The issue and an expiry date of the certificate – taking account of future changes in regulations and design evolution/ageing.
(m)	The following statement: “This certificate does not relieve the consignor from compliance with any requirement of the government of any country through or into which the package will be transported.”

Reason/Description/Identified Problem: Brings the contents of the certificate for non-competent authority approved packages into requirements.

Drives consistency between designers certificates – general compliance has been found to be poor.

Supported by TRANSSC TTEG PPA – Type A Packaging Working group output.

	Comment from Japan
	
	
	
	X
	The concept of a designer does not seem to apply to all packages. For example, who is the designer of cardboard boxes or drums?
Also, Japan cannot agree with this proposal to assign the designer responsible, as it is contrary to the basic concept of conduct and responsibility in transport regulations as set out in SSR-6, paragraph 103 (UNOB, 1.1.1.3). In the Japanese transport regulations, the responsibility for preparing the package is placed on the consignor, who is most knowledgeable about the hazards of the substance to be transported and I believe that is the basic concept of The UN Model Regulations for Dangerous Goods Transport Recommendations. In any case, we do not agree with the proposals to remove the consignor’s responsibility, which is provided in para. 801.

	Comment from Canada
	
	
	
	X
	o	The "graded approach" has not been taken into accounted in the draft wording. I don't see that in the current draft wording, especially for excepted and IP-1 packaging, which currently have the same requirements as Type A. 
o	There is currently no discussion of the sharing or split of responsibilities between designer and consignor. I thought the final approach was going to account for that, but the current version takes all responsibilities away from the consignor, which doesn't seem right. 
o	A related item is the use of non-radioactive hazardous materials packaging (Packing Group I, II, and III containers). Those types of containers certainly seem sufficient for use as excepted and IP-1 packaging and depending on the packing group can often be used as IP-2/3 and Type A packaging. This current approach will require considerable documentation above and beyond what is required for non-radioactive hazardous materials.  Likely resulting in more denial issues.

On a personal note, I find that as a general rule writing more regulations to address a non-compliance does not address the non-compliance itself.  Package manufacturers that were not providing this information will continue not to provide the information.  These manufacturers will not cater to a small radioactive industry.  The requirement in para 801 of the 2018 revision of the IAEA is for the consignor to provide this information.  This continues to be valid and is sufficient.  There is no need for a new “designer” definition of modifications to para 801 or a new para 801A.

	TTEG PPA recommendation for TRANSSC 46
	
	X
	
	
	UK-01:
TTEG PPA has deleted 220A, but has introduced a modification in 220 (please refer to red text). There are no cannot-live with statements of TTEG PPA members.
220. Design shall mean the description, by the designer, of fissile material excepted under para. 417(f), special form radioactive material, low dispersible radioactive material, package or packaging that enables such an item to be fully identified. The description may include specifications, engineering drawings, reports demonstrating compliance with regulatory requirements, and other relevant documentation.

UK-06 and UK-07:
TTEG PPA discussed proposals UK-06 and UK-07. Modifications have been provided for 801 A (a) and (d) (please refer to red text).
Proposals have been identified by Japan, Canada and Germany as cannot-live-with proposals.
801A (a) Type of package (with reference to Para 231 from bullet (a) to (e))
801A (d) Identification of the country of origin of design according to the international vehicle registration code (VRI code) (with reference to Para 534 (c)).

	TRANSSC 46
	
	
	
	
	UK-01: The representative from the UK indicated that the designer is the one who creates the description of the design of a packaging or package. In the discussion, it was agreed that there could be one or more designers for a packaging/package. Also, there may be only one designer for a packaging, but multiple designers for various packages that include the packaging. 

The representative from the US indicated that he was troubled by the discussion in the discussion that it would be difficult to enforce when there can be multiple designers. He also indicated that he didn’t see how this change would make it any easier to identify the designer of non-approved packages, which was part of the original intent of the proposal. 

The representative from France stated that they can live with the proposal, but it is not obvious how the revised text would solve the problem because it depends on the state of the law in different countries. 

The UK representative indicated the revised text for para. 801 and 801A will introduce the legal right to demand information from the designer. 

TRANSSC recommended to move forward with the recommendation of TTEG-PPA.

UK-06 & -07: 
The UK representative stated that the key issue is to define who should be responsible for demonstrating that the design of the package is safe and compliant. He stated his belief that this cannot be the consignor because: the consignor does not have the evidence available to demonstrate that the package is safe and compliant because the manufacturer does not give this evidence to the user of the package; and a package design may be used by many consignors and there can’t be a requirement that every one of those consignors does its own demonstration of compliance, and if they all did, they would be different. Therefore, the relevant entity for demonstrating compliance is the designer. Elsewhere in SSR-6, there are requirements that the consignor shall use a compliant package. 

The representative from France questioned the use of the term “relevant” with regard to the competent authority in the modified text. He mentioned that the word “relevant” does not appear in the French translation. He questioned how the relevant competent authority will be determined, especially for foreign packages. 

The UK representative stated that according to para. 801.2 in SSG-26, the relevant competent authority may also include the competent authorities of the countries en route. 

The US representative indicated support for the inclusion of a list of items that we may be looking at; however, by removing the word consignor from para. 801, you remove their responsibility from the consignor for demonstrating compliance. He also has issue with, now that we’ve decided not to define the “designer”, identifying who the designer is.

The UK representative stated that even without out a specific definition, “designer” is still defined because it does sit within a definition. He also stated his belief that the modified text for para. 801 does not let the designer off the hook concerning compliance because of the requirements in paras 503 and 545. 

The representative from Canada indicated that they support the idea of defining what the designer should be supplying to the consignor; however, the proposal needs work. One issue is that they feel that compliance will be difficult because they usually look to the consignor to demonstrate compliance. The way the modified text is written puts most of the onus on the designer to produce the information upon request. The other major problem will be the application of a graded approach – what will be the difference between an excepted package and a Type A? The modified text has the text “as appropriate” in para. 801, which is a bit vague. He stated that this proposal would present a problem for Canada in this revision cycle. 
The UK representative stated that there is a reference to SSG-66 in square brackets that missing from the current version of the text, which would define the graded approach. He reiterated that he believes the responsibility of the consignor is covered adequately by other paras of SSR-6. He stated that para. 801 as it is currently written is not possible to comply with. 

The Norwegian representative stated that he supports the intentions of these proposals; however, with regard to shifting the primary responsibility for providing this primary documentation from the consignor to the designer, this may lead to problems, especially for small countries where the designer is often in another country. They expect to ask the consignor for relevant information, which is analogous for inspections of radiation protection equipment that is used in a non-transport context where the expectation is that the user of the equipment will have relevant documentation, regardless of where it is designed/manufactured. He also stated that in TS-G-1.5, it states the fundamental principle that the consignor is principally responsible for compliance and this principle is important to retain. Their suggestion is to include both the designer and consignor in the modified text.

The Russian representative stated that there will be problems with compliance with the modified text, not just for small countries, but also large ones where the designers may not know where and how their packages are being used. He also said that this proposal will significantly increase the burden on the industry because most packages that are used are non-approved packages.

The UK representative made the point that there is no ability to inspect consignors that are outside of the country, so he doesn’t understand the concern with inspecting a foreign designer. Regarding the increased burden on designers, if designers are currently following SSR-6 and SSG-26, there should be no additional burden. 

An expert from Japan stated that he expects serious problems if this modified text is incorporated into SSR-6 because of responsibilities being shifted from the consignor to the designer. He stated a desire to have the responsibility for showing compliance to remain with the consignor, only. 

The representative from Germany stated that they do not want to relieve the consignor from responsibility for compliance and this is the main reason for their opposition to this proposal. They are, however, happy with the list of items in the proposal and agree that the designer should be responsible for producing this evidence for the package. The solution from their view is to keep the consignor as it is in para. 801 and include the designer’s responsibility to produce the SSG-66 requirements to make it available for inspection. 

The expert from Sweden that the consignor is the designer in this context because the consignor selects the packaging and determines what the contents of a package will be. He said that he supports maintaining the responsibility of the consignor. 

The representative from Spain stated that he supports the proposal and stated that their experience is that consignors do not have evidence of compliance of a packaging. He pointed out that only one responsibility is transferred from the consignor to the designer as a result of this proposal – to produce this documentation.

The UK representative stated that he would not be opposed to maintaining a modified version of para. 801 that maintains the consignor’s responsibility. He stated that SSG-66 places many responsibilities on the designer and this proposal is an attempt to bring those responsibilities into SSR-6. 

The TRANSSC Chair noted that there is clearly not a consensus in favor of the current modified text. The UK representative invited those that would like to have input to revising the text to contact him and be involved in the revision process. It was agreed that the text will be modified to take into account the discussions in plenary with the UK representative taking the lead and submitting it to the Secretariat by 24 July 2023. 


	Comment from UK
	
	
	
	
	In an email dated 24 July 2023, the UK provided the following revised text with filename ‘Para 801 update proposal 21 July 2023 – version for revision cycle’ that was the result of several online meetings following TRANSSC 46. It was noted that consensus had not been achieved on this text. 
[bookmark: _Toc123910898]General
801. For package designs where it is not required that a competent authority issue a certificate of approval, the consignor shall, on request by the relevant competent authority, demonstrate the compliance of any package design they use with all the applicable requirements. Demonstration may be achieved by provision of the information identified in 801A or 801B below, or other evidence acceptable to the competent authority.

801A. For package designs where it is not required that a competent authority issue a certificate of approval, there shall be produced, maintained and on request, made available for inspection by the relevant competent authority, documentary evidence of the compliance of the package design with applicable requirements, which shall include, as appropriate:
(a)	A description of the authorized radioactive contents including their physical and chemical states and the nature of the radiation emitted.
(b)	A detailed statement of the package design, including a description of the containment system, with reference to drawings, material specifications and manufacture.
(c)	A statement of the tests that have been carried out and documentation of their results, or evidence based on calculations, analysis, or other evidence, that the design meets all the applicable requirements.
(d)	Operating and maintenance instructions.
(e)	Consideration of ageing through use and storage, with reference to any operational measures required to monitor and limit the ageing effects, if necessary.

801B.  For package designs where it is not required that a competent authority issue a certificate of approval, there shall be produced, maintained and provided with all packages, a certificate of compliance, which summarizes the regulatory compliance of the package design as identified in accordance with para 801A. A current certificate of compliance shall be made available on request. The certificate of compliance information may be combined with the documentary evidence identified in para 801A into a single document. The certificate of compliance shall include the following, appropriate to the package type:
(a)	Type of package (with reference to Para 231 (a) to (e)).
(b)	Identification of the packaging by model number or name.
(c)	Name, address and contact information of the organisation responsible for the documentary evidence in para 801A.
(d)	Identification of the country of origin of design according to the international vehicle registration code (VRI code) (with reference to Para 534 (c)).
(e)	A specification of the allowed radioactive contents. This shall include the physical and chemical forms, the activities involved (including those of the various isotopes, if appropriate), amounts in grams, and whether the contents are restricted to special form radioactive material.
(f)	A brief description of the packaging, including materials of manufacture, gross mass, general outside dimensions and appearance.
(g)	A reproducible illustration, not larger than 21 cm × 30 cm, showing the make-up of the package.
(h)	Any restriction on the modes of transport, if appropriate.
(i)	Reference to the required operating and maintenance instructions .
(j)	List of applicable national and international regulations, including the edition of the Transport Regulations and the relevant paragraphs that the package design complies with.
(k)	Signature and identification of the person responsible for certifying the compliance.
(l)	The issue and an expiry date of the certificate – taking account of future changes in regulations and design evolution/ageing.
(m)	The following statement: “This certificate does not relieve the consignor from compliance with any requirement of the government of any country through or into which the package will be transported.”

	Comments from Japan and Russia on the revised UK proposal and decision by Secretariat and TRANSSC Chair
	
	
	
	
	Russia and Japan raised concerns about the proposals concerning paras 801, 801A and 802A as indicated in the emails below. The view of the Secretariat and the TRANSSC chair was that there is insufficient consensus on this proposal to justify the inclusion of revised text in the file of SSR-6 (Rev. 2) that is distributed for review by TRANSSC and the other review committees at SPESS Step 7; therefore, the revised text was removed. The issues that the UK proposal intended to address may be considered further in a future review cycle or in revised text in SSG-26 or in another safety guide. 

The following text is from an email dated 21 July 2023 from Mr. Hitoshi Nissaka (Japan) to the members of the group that held discussions on the UK proposal:

Subject: RE: TRANSSC - UK Proposals for Para 801 - Updated documents

Dear Chris-san and members, 

Thank you very much for arrangement of multiple online meetings and reporting the progress of discussions among Member States interested in these proposals. 

As mentioned in the sending e-mail as key points, Japan had to say that there were some concerns to be examined carefully whether these amendments work for each Member State in the viewpoint of its legal systems and/or commercial practices. To be more precise and for those who could not attend the meeting at 09:00(GMT) Wednesday, July 12, Japan has raised queries as follows: 


1.  Change of text in 801 from “documentary evidence of compliance” to “demonstration of compliance”
The modified para 801 is able to force consignors to demonstrate the compliance of any transport packages with all the applicable requirements, perhaps as if endlessly. It is strange that the entity which proves the conformity is NOT relevant competent authority BUT consignor. The relevant competent authority or recognized organization should have responsible for verification. For example, police or tax authorities verify based on seized evidence during their investigation, and suspects do not have to prove their own illegality by themselves. In the same way, Japan believes that the competent authority should check the compliance based on provided documents as stipulated by the original para 801. Of course, newly inserted phrase of “on request by the relevant competent authority” works well because it clarifies that such request is based on proper competent authority, and it does not allow private companies to make unreasonable demands among stakeholders.

Now, the attached word file “clean copy” still remains “demonstrate the compliance”, it could not solve the above issues. Based on the original para 801, the purpose is that the consignor shall prepare documentary evidence for revealing/showing the compliance in case of inspection, so Japan prefers “reveal / show” rather than “demonstrate.”

2. Ambiguous sentences and Quoting from advisory document
Regarding to the sentence of “This may be achieved by … 801 A or 801B.”, it has some ambiguous what the word of “this” means;  i.e. criteria for achievement depend on various cases due to the diversity of bullets 801A/801B including “if/as appropriate.” Furthermore, it is unfavorable to quote the descriptions of advisory documents because the boundary/demarcation between SSR-6 and SSG-26 will be lost. To clarify this “achievement”, for example, the following modification could be conceivable.

801. For package designs where it is not required that a competent authority issue a certificate of approval, the consignor shall, on request by the relevant competent authority, reveal / show the compliance of any package design they use with all the applicable requirements. Such compliance may be examined by necessary information of the consignor that is acceptable to the competent authority.

3. Paragraphs of 801A/801B
Both paragraphs of 801A and 801B are able to force designers to produce, maintain, and make available for documentary evidence. This may occur unreasonable bias compared to the current real transport practices, and Japan does not understand why consignors can exempt from the current obligations. Now, since the attached word file “clean copy” is modified from “designer shall” to “there shall be”, this improvement may be acceptable for each Member State, including Japan. 

But these bullets which shall be included as documentary evidence described in both paragraphs seem quite detailed issues. Thinking about real world, we do not know how many entities can comply with these bullets. For example, “clean copy” still remains the issues involving “designer” as follows:

(c)Name, address and contact information of the designer.
(i) Reference to the required operating and maintenance instructions as made available by the designer.

Although the consignor shall make available for documentary evidence/certificate of compliance, a question arises as to who shall/should prepare the proof. It is not sure whether such amendments can solve the problem of compliance with relevant requirements for consignors.


As conclusion of this reply, Japan agrees with some parts of these proposals, but opposes the descriptions of any tightening the requirements such as paragraphs of 801A/801B in general. The background in these proposals is how to let consignor complying with existing international and/or domestic regulations. It is essential for each Member State to ensure the environment that entities involved in supply-chain of radioactive materials can learn the relevant laws and regulations widely. I would appreciate that we can continue to have open discussions for the revision of SSR-6. Should you have any questions or comments, please don’t hesitate to ask me. 

The following text is from an email dated 21 July 2023 from Mr. Vladimir Ershov (Russia) to the members of the group that were discussing the UK proposal:

[bookmark: _msoanchor_1]Now looking at the results of the meeting and corrected work made by Chris I see that the text of SSR-6 changes (Para 801 update proposal 12 July 2023 - alternative - clean copy) may be seemed more acceptable firstly due to clear provisions of consignor responsibility at least final (not of designer) and provision “ or other evidence acceptable to competent authority[CJ1]”. But nevertheless I see some general contradictions, inconsistencies and unclearnesses: 
:
· General concept of SSR-6 for CA approval is two type of approvals – multilateral and unilateral. I see that in practice there are different provisions of the state norms and states often require in fact multilateral approval for B(U) packages. But I repeat that IAEA general conception is multilateral and unilateral approval approaches. But according to proposal text and para. 801.2 in fact IAEA will recommend multilateral approval for all packages including excepted ones;
· It is not clear what means certificate of compliance. In various states it may be different statutes and procedures of issuing of such type of documents. 
· Now according to SSR-6 we have mandatory certificate system and appropriate independent expertize expenses only for B, C, F packages that is only for 1-2 % of packages. Proposal of 801 for all packages may increases such expanses of atomic industry appropriately;
· It is not clear the terms (in shipment and preparing shipment period) that is when various CAs may requires various documentary evidences. Unfortunately now in SSR-6 and SSG-26 there are not appropriate provisions for para.801 as well. As I understand such uncertainty may be reason of denial/delay of many shipments, carriers and other participants of shipments do not want to risk; 
· Provision “or other evidence acceptable to competent authority[CJ1]” seems to be compromise one and permit to use various type of evidence. Very good ? But from the other side it is not clear legislative base of other evidences acceptable to competent authority[CJ1]. Provisions (paras. 837(f), 838(f) on additional requirements for CA approval certificate give such right to the governments but not to CAs;
· Further, from the other side now SSR-6 (para. 640) as for design and manufacturing makes references to national or and international standards acceptable for CA but not general evidence acceptable to CA. It seems it would be sufficiently if to introduce such provision not only for type A (B, C) packages for other package (at least for P and F);
· Chris at TRANSSC-46 emphasizes that the similar provisions including certificate of compliance now takes place in SSG-26. (see para. 801.3). But SSG-26 is else more recommended document then SSR-6 and in para. 801.3 certificate of compliance is proposed to consider certificate of compliance only like “might need” not like “may” and especially not like mandatory. More I think that we can correct the provisions of SSG-26 on the base of results of our discussion and TRANSSC decision; 
· Small remarks but nevertheless – it is not clear what means the 801A (b) requirement to consignor (see 801) as for manufacture. In practice consignor very often buy packaging with appropriate passport (or other document) of manufacturer. Is it sufficient? 
 
So I support position of Japan at July 12 meeting not to enter UK proposal 06,07 in general and at this moment appropriate text of file “Para 801 update proposal 12 July 2023 - alternative - clean copy” in SSR-6 at current revision cycle. UK proposal is very very major and requires many additional discussions including at next TRANSSC meeting(s). As I remember at TRANSSC-46 there were many objections and remarks from the states and very small supports. 

The following text is from an email dated 28 August 2023 from Mr. Vladimir Ershov (Russia) to the Secretariat:

In my opinion there are many unclear provisions and terms/words in initial and final variants of 801, 801A, 801B. Some of them I pointed out in my letters to Chris. Evidently appropriate matters may be or should be detailed and explained in new SSG-26. But now without appropriate explanations and correctives (as applicable) I can not support the text.
From the general point of view I do not see urgent necessity to change the current para.801.  I do not agree with some recommendations for para.801 in current SSG-26 but in any case these recommendations may be taken into account for using in the states as applicable for the states. 
And from more general point of view:  UK  proposals have additional restrictive character  and put additional burden for 98 % of shipments. From the other side we have record of safety in RM transport field.  Why we have to put else more restrictive requirements? 
And from the ones more side we have enough hard denial/delay problem in RM transport field. Evidently the UK proposals will not contribute to solution of this problem.
In relation of ideas about how to proceed: may be to make some notes in the draft SSR-6 (Rev. 2) text for TRANSSC to review (if the proposed 801,801A, 801B will be included in the draft) that there were not full agreements of participants of WG. Probably such notes may be made not only in relation of these UK proposals (paras. 801, 801A, 801B).






	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	F-62

	809
	809. […]
(f) If the package is to be used for shipment after storage, aA justification of considerations to ageing mechanisms in the safety analysis and within the proposed operating and maintenance instructions.
[…]
	Harmonization of practices
The aim of this proposal is to take into account the feedback. 

Currently para. 613 A addresses all packagings and packages whereas para. 809 f) only addresses packages used for shipment after storage. 
Ageing mechanisms affect all kind of packages from the time they are manufactured. Moreover, the feedback of maintenance is a good way to improve the state of the art. Also, this para should concern all packagings and packages. 

	CDN-10
	809
	809. […]
(f) If the package is to be used for shipment after storage, aA justification of considerations to ageing mechanisms in the safety analysis and within the proposed operating and maintenance instructions.
[…]
	The 2018 edition of SSR-6 introduced para. 613A as a general requirement for all packagings and packages.  Para. 613A states: “The Design of the package shall take into account ageing mechanisms”.  Para 613A does not make a distinction between which packages must take into account aging mechanism in their designs. However, Para.809 (f) makes the distinction that only packages used for shipment after storage need to include a consideration of their aging mechanisms in the approval application.
Aging mechanisms apply to all packages and package components to some degree regardless of whether shipment occurs after storage of materials within the package. This is recognized in para. 613A but is not reflected in para. 809 (f). 
It is suggested that para. 809(f) should be brought in line with p. 613A by making it a general requirement rather than a specific requirement only for packages designed for shipment after storage.

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation

	X
	
	No
	
	Justifications for the need and the benefits of the proposal F-62 (& CDN-10) has been provided in the proposal and the attached document “SSR-6 Review Cycle - TTEG-PPA - VM 3 - F62 (& CDN-10) and F-60.pdf”. The provided justifications have been accepted during the TTEG-PPA meeting on 24 August 2022.

The proposal is recognized as mature enough to allow the proposal F-62 (& CDN-10) to move forward to the upcoming revision cycle.

Furthermore, TTEG PPA members recommend to further discuss whether there is a need or not to extend the proposal to fissile packages.

Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 3 on 24 August 2022.

	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	
	
	
	
	




	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	F-46
	Paras 624
626
627
628
629
630 and 648
	X. […]
(x) More than a 20% 10 µSv/h increase in the maximum dose rate at any external surface of the [package] if the maximum dose rate is lower than 50 µSv/h.
(x+1) More than a 20% increase in the maximum dose rate at any external surface of the [package] if this maximum dose rate is greater than or equal to 50 µSv/h.
	TTEG proposal

The SSR-6 2018 edition requires for industrial packages Type IP-2 and IP-3 (§ 624, § 648 and § 626-630) as well as for Type A (§ 648), B(U) (§ 652), B(M) (§ 667) and C packages (§ 669) that, at the end of tests designed to demonstrate the ability of the package design to withstand normal conditions of transport (NCT), the maximum dose rate at any external surface of the package shall not increase by more than 20%.

The main objective of the 20% criterion is to ensure that there is no risk of exceeding during transport the individual dose assessed for the workers and the members of the public, even if an incident, with an intensity of the same order than the NCT, occurred without being detected.

In some cases, compliance with the rule of the 20% can be quite difficult to demonstrate. As the criteria is proportional to the dose rate, increasing the shielding makes the requirement more difficult to comply with. In general, the lower the dose rate, the more difficult it is to comply. Examples of packages concerned by the issue are those designed to transport bulk radioactive wastes, where internal movements of radioactive sources outside another shielding waste could lead to high dose rate increase, even with low consequence on the individual dose. One way to solve this could be to add stabilising material to prevent internal movement, but this will not be acceptable for storing in a final repository. The added material will have to be removed before storage, adding doses to workers, which can be considerable. The ALARA principle will apply, not making this method optimal.

The 20% Increase in Radiation Levels during NCT Working Group has reviewed the corresponding SSR-6 (2018 Edition) paragraphs and agreed upon the following change recommendations to be considered by TRANSSC in the next SSR-6 review cycle (see report 26 November, 2018)

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation
(RP is secondary)
	
	X
The following aspects should be considered during the revision cycle:
· Modify the text using the structure of S-01 to S-05 proposals (see text in the column on the right hand side)
Modified text has been provided in the column on the right-hand side
	Yes
	
	This proposal takes up one of the conclusions of the ‘Working group on the rule of the 20 %’ which were presented in meetings TRANSSC 35 (attachment INF-21, Agenda item 4,1,4 Feedback from 20% increase WG) and TRANSSC 36 (attachment INF-27, Agenda item 4.1.4, 20% increase in radiation levels).

The identified problem is a long outstanding, safety relevant, issue, which often impacts international transports resulting in inspection findings and incidents necessary to be clarified on an international level. Therefore, this should be addressed in the next Revision Cycle.

Resulting from TTEG PPA discussion and taking into account the proposed values were justified in attachment INF-21, Agenda item 4,1,4 Feedback from 20% increase WG, it is proposed to accept the proposal but to modify the text (using the structure of S-01 to S-05 proposals) as follows: 
X. […]
(x) More than a 20% increase in the maximum dose rate at any external surface of the [package]; except for a [package] whose maximum dose rate on the external surface of the [package] is below 50 µSv/h, for which there shall be no increase more than 10 µSv/h in the maximum dose rate at any external surface of the [package].

Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 4 on 1 August 2022.

The proposal has been also discussed by TTEG RP as secondary TTEG. The review of TTEG RP supports the classification "accepted but modified" instead of "rejected", but the same classification "yes" for impact on safety.

TTEG RP comments are reproduced hereafter for convenience:

This proposal takes up one of the conclusions of the ‘Working group on the rule of the 20 %’ which were presented in meetings TRANSSC 35 and TRANSSC 36. The identified problem is a long outstanding, safety relevant, issue, which often impacts international transports resulting in inspection findings and incidents necessary to be clarified on an international level. Therefore, this should be addressed in the next Revision Cycle.

The RP aspects are OK.

TTEG RP examined the latest version of the proposal modified within the TTEG-PPA (August 2022): the French proposal is accepted with the Swedish structure (meaning that the values stated by the Swedish proposals are rejected because they do not comply with WG20%’s conclusions):
(x) More than a 20% increase in the maximum dose rate at any external surface of the [package]; except for a package whose maximum dose rate on the external surface of the package is below 50 µSv/h, for which there shall be no increase more than 10 µSv/h in the maximum dose rate at any external surface of the package.

	TTEG-RP Recommendation
(PPA is primary)
	x
	
	x
	
	This proposal takes up one of the conclusions of the ‘Working group on the rule of the 20 %’ which were presented in meetings TRANSSC 35 and TRANSSC 36. The identified problem is a long outstanding, safety relevant, issue, which often impacts international transports resulting in inspection findings and incidents necessary to be clarified on an international level. Therefore, this should be addressed in the next Revision Cycle.

The RP aspects are OK.

TTEG RP examined the latest version of the proposal modified within the TTEG-PPA (August 2022): the French proposal is accepted with the Swedish structure (meaning that the values stated by the Swedish proposals are rejected because they do not comply with WG20%’s conclusions):
(x) More than a 20% increase in the maximum dose rate at any external surface of the [package]; except for a [package] whose maximum dose rate on the external surface of the [package] is below 50 µSv/h, for which there shall be no increase more than 10 µSv/h in the maximum dose rate at any external surface of the [package].


	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	X
	
	
	
	

	COMMENTS BY REVIEWER
	RESOLUTION

	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Rejected
	Reason for modification/rejection

	Step 7
F-19
	624(b)
	(…) except for a package whose maximum dose rate at the its external surface of the package is below 50 µSv/h, (…)
	Editorial – Proposal for a more concise wording.
	X
	
	
	

	Step 7
F-20
	626(c)(ii)
	(…) except for a package whose maximum dose rate at the its external surface of the package is below 50 µSv/h, (…)
	Editorial – Proposal for a more concise wording.
	X
	
	
	

	Step 7
F-21
	627(d)
	(…) except for a tank whose maximum dose rate at the its external surface of the tank is below 50 µSv/h, (…)
	Editorial – Proposal for a more concise wording.
	X
	
	
	

	Step 7
F-22
	629(c)(ii)
	(…) except for a freight container whose maximum dose rate at the its external surface of the freight container is below 50 µSv/h, (…)
	Editorial – Proposal for a more concise wording.
	X
	
	
	

	Step 7
F-23
	630(b)(ii)
	(…) except for an IBC whose maximum dose rate at the its external surface of the IBC is below 50 µSv/h, (…)
	Editorial – Proposal for a more concise wording.
	X
	
	
	

	Step 7
F-24
	648(b)
	(…) except for a package whose maximum dose rate at the its external surface of the package is below 50 µSv/h, (…)
	Editorial – Proposal for a more concise wording.
	X
	
	
	




	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	F-56
	653
	653. A package shall be so designed that, under the ambient conditions specified in paras 656 and 657 applied prior to the tests, heat generated within the package by the radioactive contents shall not, under normal conditions of transport, as demonstrated by the tests in paras 719–724, adversely affect the package in such a way that it would fail to meet the applicable requirements for containment and shielding if left unattended for a period of one week. Particular attention shall be paid to the effects of heat that may cause one or more of the following:
[…]
	Clarification of understanding
Precision that the thermal studies to determine the temperature of the package under ambient temperature plus solar insolation should consider the package in its initial state, prior to the tests to demonstrate the ability to withstand normal conditions of transport.

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation
(RP is Secondary)
	X
	
	Yes
	
	Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 5 on 5 August 2022.

Late in the process, the following comment has been received by the Russian Federation and may be taken for further consideration during an upcoming revision process:
In general the change – words “applied prior to the tests”, complicates the text and make it less clear.

The proposal has been also addressed by TTEG RP as secondary TTEG. No classification has been made.

TTEG RP comment is reproduced hereafter for convenience:

Not related to RP

	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	X
	
	
	
	




	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	F-60
	701
	701. […]
(d) Calculation, or reasoned argument, when the calculation procedures and parameters are generally agreed demonstrated to be reliable or conservative. The numerical model and calculation tools, associated with their software modules or libraries, considered in the demonstration shall be qualified on adapted experimental bases for the fields and the safety issues in which they are used.
[…]








	
	Consideration of numerical safety demonstrations
The aim of this proposal is to take into account news practices and standardize these practices. 

Para. 701 provides various methods which shall be used to demonstrate the compliance of radioactive materials, packagings and packages with the performance standards required in Section VI of SSR-6.

For example, concerning mechanical safety performances in accident conditions of transport required for type B, type C and fissile packages, the conventional demonstration used to be primarily based on experimental testing which could be completed with numerical calculations. Lately, along with the increasing performances of numerical modeling and calculation, many applicants favor the calculation approach as an alternative for experimental testing, for new package designs. In some cases, the mechanical demonstrations are exclusively numerical.

To use a numerical calculation, tool must be qualified on experimental bases. The qualification process of numerical calculation tools is based on three steps:
· The verification that the equations and data flow (pretreatment and posttreatment) are correctly solved or implemented from numerical and computer point of view.
· The validation of the numerical calculation tool, realized on adapted experimental bases, to make sure it is capable to reproduce the physical phenomena of interest taken separately and as a whole with their interactions. The relevance of the numerical model shall be considered. 
· The determination and assessment of the uncertainties associated with the results of the numerical calculations for studied package designs (for example sensitivity studies).

Besides, SSG-26 (para. 701.13) indicate that: “the reliability and the appropriate validation of the computer code selected should be considered”. 

Para. 701 d) writing is permissive and does not explain that numerical calculation tools must be qualified. The use of general’s principles depends on applicant’s interpretation.
The proposed new text makes clear that qualification is expected, and this qualification must be adapted.

The elements which are presented here will be proposed to be indicated in the next review of the SSG-26 (i.e. SSG-26 revision 2). 

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation

	
	X
701. […]
(d) Calculation, or reasoned argument, when the calculation procedures and parameters are generally agreed demonstrated to be reliable or conservative. The numerical model and calculation tools, associated with their software modules or libraries, considered in the demonstration shall be qualified on adapted experimental bases for the fields and the safety issues in which they are used.
[…]
	No
	
	Justifications for the need and the benefits of the proposal F-60 has been provided in the proposal and the attached document “SSR-6 Review Cycle - TTEG-PPA - VM 3 - F62 (& CDN-10) and F-60.pdf”. The provided justifications have been discussed during the TTEG-PPA meeting on 24 August 2022.

The identified problem is recognized as relevant to be considered during the upcoming revision cycle.

It is recommended to move forward with the first part of the proposal consisting in replacing “generally agreed” by “demonstrated”.

Furthermore, TTEG PPA members recommend to include the last part of the initial proposal and associated justification within the next revision of SSG-26.

Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 3 on 24 August 2022.

	USA Rebuttal
	
	
	No
	Reject
	
Accept the TTEG decision which deleted the second paragraph.  Do not believe “demonstrated” is an improvement or provides any more clarity than “generally agreed” particularly with self-certified package designs.  

	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	X
	
	
	
	TTEG text accepted.




	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	F-27/ISO-01
	[16]
	INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR STANDARDIZATION, Radiation Protection — Sealed Radioactive Sources — Leakage Test Methods, ISO 9978:1992, ISO, Geneva (1992), and ISO 9978:2020

	This standard is referenced in paragraphs 603 and 711 of the Regulations only with respect to the use of volumetric leak tests as specified in in this standard instead of the leaching evaluation test specified in 711(a). The test methods by volumetric means specified in the new edition of the ISO 9978 standard (2020) are equivalent or better than those specified in the previous edition (1992), and no additional test methods are included. The use of ISO 9978:1998 and ISO9978:2020 should be both acceptable. 

	F-28/ISO-02
	[18]
	INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR STANDARDIZATION, Series 1 Freight Containers — Specifications and Testing — Part 1: General Cargo Containers for General Purposes, ISO 1496-1:1990, ISO, Geneva (1990); and subsequent Amendments 1:1993, 2:1998, 3:2005, 4:2006, 5:2006, and ISO 1496-1:2013 and Amendment 1:2016.
	This standard is referenced in paragraph 629(c) of the Regulations. 
The amendment 1:2016 does not change the requirements for design and testing of freight containers specified in ISO 1496-1:2013. The use of ISO 1496-1:2013 as amended in 2016 (Amd 1:2016) is then acceptable as the previous editions.

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation

	X
	
	No
	
	The TTEG PPA confirms, that the issue has been addressed by TTEG PPA Report No. 5. The TTEG PPA Report No. 5 has been approved by TRANSSC 44.

During the discussion, the following aspect has been raised for further consideration:
· Multiple years for a single standard may not be mentioned as such cases are dealt by each CA at the time of approval.

Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 5 on 5 August 2022.

	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	
	
	
	
	





	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	F-29/ISO-03
	[19]
	INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR STANDARDIZATION, Nuclear Energy — Packagings for the transport of Uranium Hexafluoride (UF6) for Transport, ISO 7195:20052020, ISO, Geneva (20052020).

	This standard as modified in 2020, was presented to IAEA TTEG-PPA in a paper comparing the new edition (2020) with that of 2005.
It was agreed that this new edition is better or at least equivalent to that of 2005.
The new edition of this standard contains a clause indicating that cylinders and valve protection manufactured to the previous editions are acceptable for continued use. It is then proposed to replace the 2005 edition by the 2020 one.

	G-11
	[19]
	INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR STANDARDIZATION, Nuclear Energy — Packagings for the transport of Uranium Hexafluoride (UF6) for Transport, ISO 7195:20052020, ISO, Geneva (20052020).

	New revision of the referenced standard. Remark: Other standards referenced in SSR-6, as e.g. ISO 1496 and ISO 9978, need updated references to the newest versions of these standards as well.

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation

	X
	
	Yes
	
	The TTEG PPA confirms, that the issue has been addressed by TTEG PPA Meeting 4 Report (Meeting on 28 October 2019, agenda item 3.1 in the report). The report is available at the TRANSSC 41 webpage. Upon request of the TTEG PPA, TRANSSC 42 has approved the application of the ISO 7195:2020 standard for SSR-6 (TRANSSC 42 agenda item 3.3.1).

Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 5 on 5 August 2022.

	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	
	
	
	
	





	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	JPN-01
	202
	202. Cargo aircraft shall mean any aircraft, other than a passenger aircraft, that carries is carrying goods or property.
	To harmonize with UNOB.
The definitions were not intentionally changed in SSR-6.
See INF-10a at TRANSSC 36:
https://www-ns.iaea.org/committees/files/TRANSSC/1844/Comments_on_INF-10_from_Japan.pdf
and the TRANSSC 36 Report (para. 3.4.1):
https://www-ns.iaea.org/committees/files/TRANSSC/1887/TRANSSC36MeetingReport_Draft_1.pdf


	JPN-03
	224
	224. Intermediate bulk container (IBC) shall mean a portable packaging that:
…
(c) Is resistant to the stresses produced during in handling and transport, as determined by tests.
	To harmonize with UNOB.

See JPN-01

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation

	X
	
	No
	
	Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 5 on 5 August 2022.

	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	X
	
	
	
	




	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	UK-04
	607 (bis)
	The package design shall consider human physical and psychological attributes with respect to the features that are requ

ired for the safe packing and loading of the package.
	The UK has identified that in a number of package applications package design does not suitably consider the human factors relating to packing and loading of packages.

This results in the package being complex and/or difficult to pack or load, relying heavily on the ability/training/skills of the person doing the activity.

The UK Competent Authority has recognised that human actions are a factor in events in a significant proportion of nuclear facilities and transport operations. This requirement aims to reduce these types of incidents through good design.

Additional guidance would be included in SSG-26 to support requirement.

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation

	
	X
The following aspects should be considered during the revision cycle: 

· Potentially move to Section III and provide more specific criteria.
· Potentially combine with UK-08
	Yes
	
	Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 2 on 26 July 2022 provided by UK representatives.

The proposal has been also discussed by TTEG C as secondary TTEG. The review of TTEG C supports the classification "accepted but modified" and impact on safety "yes".

TTEG C comments are reproduced hereafter for convenience:

The TTEG-C recommends accepting this proposal for further consideration by TRANSSC, with the suggested modifications.

The TTEG-C agrees with the intent of this proposed change but the criteria of the requirement is not clear, and the TTEG-C suggests that paragraph would be more appropriate in Section (III).  Also, the proposal needs to be modified with more information, including more specific criteria for what “human physical and psychological attributes” need to be considered. This proposal will likely need to be discussed further by the TTEG-C during the revision phase, to provide more specific criteria and clear language for the change.

Some TTEG-C members stated that specific examples provided in SSG-26 material would be beneficial. The UK representative to TTEG-C noted that the intention of this proposal is that this concept becomes more explicit than the current implicit situations. 

Some TTEG-C members noted that this provision should be considered in the larger context of “safety culture,” which could result in changes during the revision cycle.

Minor:  This proposal represents a minor change to SSR-6, representing design and operating criteria that are often incorporated into actual package designs, but are currently not explicitly required in SSR-6.

Not mature:  The TTEG-C has not previously discussed this specific proposal, but has discussed human factors issues in general.

	Comment from Japan
	
	
	No
	X
	Although it is a proposal that the physical and psychological attributes of humans shall be considered when designing the safe packing and loading of the package, such considerations should be applied to all nuclear activities including facilities in general. Therefore, it is not appropriate to discuss only within the range of transport regulations. Japan rejects this proposal at the current stage since it appears that there is not any concrete requirement regarding this provision.

	USA Rebuttal
	
	
	Yes
	Reject
	· While human factors are important to transport safety, “consider human physical and psychological attributes with respect to the features that are required for the safe packing and loading” is too vague and too broadly applied to be accepted.  
· How will consignor or package designer demonstrate compliance?  How will regulator enforce compliance?
· Accept introduction of human factors as an identified problem for TRANSSC/TTEG to discuss and consider for next review cycle.

	WNTI Rebuttal
	
	
	
	X
	There were a lot of discussions during the TTEG-PPA meetings, and it was agreed that the proposal should be significantly modified. Currently, no updated text is available. The concept does not seem to be sufficiently mature to lead to a text that could reach a consensus in the short term. The proposal should be rejected in the current review / revision cycle.

	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	
	X
	
	
	UK to provide revised text.

	UK modified text for 
UK-04 (UK-08 merged with UK-04)
	
	
	
	
	Submitted with email dtd 6 March 2023

Para/Line No.: 316 & 317 (new)

Proposed new text: 
316. Systematic consideration of human factors shall be included at an early stage in the design process for a transport package and shall be continued throughout the entire design process. The design shall establish, justify and clearly identify a set of operational limits and conditions necessary to ensure safe configuration of the transport package. 
317. Operating and maintenance instructions shall be developed, which detail the specific actions required to ensure that the transport package is operated within the identified operational limits and conditions. The level of detail for a particular procedure shall be appropriate for the purpose of that procedure and shall be clear and concise. International, national or other human factors and ergonomic standards acceptable to the competent authority shall be applied, commensurate with the risk.

Reason/Description/Identified problem: 
The UK has identified that in a number of package applications package design does not suitably consider the human factors relating to packing and loading of packages.

This results in the package being complex and/or difficult to pack or load, relying heavily on the ability/training/skills of the person doing the activity.

The UK Competent Authority has recognised that human actions are a factor in events in a significant proportion of nuclear facilities and transport operations. This requirement aims to reduce these types of incidents through good design.

The text is based on text taken from other SSRs and IAEA guidance and would align the transport expectation for human factors with SSR2, 3, & 4.

Additional guidance would be included in SSG-26 to support requirement.

	Comment from Japan
	
	
	
	X
	It is unclear whether the inclusion of these spirit provisions in Section III will improve safety. We believe that the matters that these proposals seek to include in the Regulations are matters that are implemented at the discretion of individual countries. It is unclear what human factors should be systematically considered in the design process for a package and how specifically they should be incorporated into the design to achieve the requirements. If such a requirement were to be included in the Regulations, guidance would be needed on how to comply with the requirement, but no guidance is ready, and it would be premature to make it a requirement.
Another way of looking at it is to question whether human factors in the design of packages need to be considered only in the transport of 'radioactive material'. Shouldn't this also be considered in the design of packages of 'dangerous goods' other than class 7? If this is the common issues for the transport of dangerous goods, it would be better to be discussed by the Sub-Committee of Experts on the Transport of Dangerous Goods (This is not a proposal, just an observation).

	Comment from Canada
	
	
	
	X
	o	The safety benefit of this proposal has not been clearly provided.  It has not been shown that the inclusion of these new provisions in Section III will improve safety. 
o	What human factors should be systematically considered in the design process for a package?  The proposal indicates, “International, national or other human factors and ergonomic standards acceptable to the competent authority shall be applied, commensurate with the risk.”  This sentence indicates that these matters are to be implemented at the discretion of individual countries and therefore should not be included in the regulations.

	TTEG PPA recommendation for TRANSSC 46
	
	X
	
	
	TTEG PPA has modified the text (please refer to red text). SSG-26 guidance should include human factors. There are no cannot-live with statements of TTEG PPA members.
316. Systematic consideration of human factors shall be included in the design of a package.
The rest of para 316 and para 317 are recommended to be deleted.

	TRANSSC 46
	
	
	
	
	UK-04 & UK-08: 
The representative from Spain indicted that they can live with this proposal; however, he indicated that with a very simple statement about human factors, it may be difficult for users of the regulations to determine what is being required. He indicated that recommendations for meeting this requirement should be included in guidance. 

The TTEG-PPA chair indicated that the TTEG-PPA discussed the need for guidance and noted that in their written recommendation to TRANSSC.

The representative from XXXX? stated that compliance with this requirement is subjective and therefore, he could not support the inclusion of this requirement without further information. [Time stamp: 6.57:59]

The representative from Canada expressed a similar concern and requested to know what kind of guidance might apply before the requirement is introduced into SSR-6. 

One representative (Mr Reiche) from Germany supported the concerns regarding the need for guidance about meeting the requirement. 

One representative (Mr Wille) from Germany supported this proposal and stated that the consideration of human factors in the design of packages is important. He stated that requirement concerning human factors is similar to the requirement concerning ageing management, where there is only a simple requirement in SSR-6 and guidance is provided in SSG-26 and in a forthcoming safety guide on ageing management and maintenance. He indicated that the UK would provide proposals for guidance material. 

The representative from the US indicated that he is troubled by the absence of a common understanding of what is meant by human factors and that we should not “regulate by guidance”, which could lead to a lack of a harmonized approach to compliance. He indicated that he cannot support the proposal, especially considering that it may apply to previously approved packages, which may require all these existing approvals for compliance with this new requirement.

The representative from the UK stated that there is a common understanding of what is meant by human factors as reflected in a set of internationally recognized standards. He stated that a significant percentage of transport incidents in the UK are caused by human error, which are driven by training and documentation provided by suppliers of packages. For older packages, information could be added to operating instructions and training manuals. He mentioned that requirements concerning human factors are already in GSR Part 4. 

The representative from Russia indicated that he cannot support the proposal. 

The representative from France indicated that he’s in general agreement with the opinions that have been expressed. He mentioned that human factors are already mentioned in GSR Part 4, which is applicable to transport, and he supported introducing this link with that requirement. 

The representative from the UK stated that all packages have a designer, and it is that designer that should consider human factors in the design of a package; therefore, he doesn’t see a conflict with the proposed change to the definition of design, which would now mention the designer. He also mentioned that not having a human factors requirement in SSR-6 seems to represent a gap with GSR Part 4.

The TRANSSC Chair stated that there is clearly a need for guidance concerning human factors. He suggested that some steps should be taken toward determining what information could be included in SSG-26 as part of the revision cycle; however, it is not clear who will do this and when. He suggested to move the proposal forward in accordance with the recommendation of the TTEG-PPA. 

	[bookmark: _Hlk151124292]COMMENTS BY REVIEWER
	RESOLUTION

	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Rejected
	Reason for modification/rejection

	[bookmark: _Hlk151556974]Step 7
USA/EPReSC-02
	316
	Expound on para 316 “HUMAN FACTORS” to provide more explanation for the requirement that “systematic consideration of human factors shall be included in the design of a package.” 
	This para lacks important details about what types of human factors shall be considered, why it applies only to the design of a package rather than more comprehensively, and how the results of this systematic consideration should be incorporated into regulations. 
	
	
	X
	See JPN/TRANSSC-04, USA/TRANSSC-06, and WNTI-03.

	Step 7
IRN/ TRANSSC-01
	316
	"Human factor" should be moved from para 316 to para 306A.
	Mostly related to management system
	
	
	X
	See JPN/TRANSSC-04, USA/TRANSSC-06, and WNTI-03.

	Step 7
JPN/TRANSSC-04
	316
	HUMAN FACTORS
316. Systematic consideration of human factors shall be included in the design of a package.

	There are no specific requirements and no consensus to add the para. in TRANSSC.
This proposal will lead confusion for regulators and applicants because factors are not identified.

	X
	
	
	

	Step 7
USA/TRANSSC-06
	316
	HUMAN FACTORS
316. Systematic consideration of human factors shall be included in the design of a package.

	Unclear what “human factors” need to be considered and applying them to everything (excepted packages) is overreach and unnecessary.

As an administrative requirement, all designs will have to be re-evaluated and recertified to meet human factors requirements.  Is it possible to retrofit these requirements into existing designs?

If proposal is accepted, paragraph seems better suited under the GENERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR ALL PACKAGINGS AND PACKAGES as it is limited to design of packages.
	X
	
	
	

	
Step 7
WNTI-03
	
316
	
HUMAN FACTORS

316. Systematic consideration of human factors shall be included in the design of a package.

	
Despite long discussions during the review process on this topic, the need for this requirement has not been clearly established.

The wording is confusing.
· What is the meaning of “systematic” in the current context?
· What is the meaning of  “consideration (…) shall be included in the design of a package”, knowing that the design is defined (para. 220) as the description of the package? 

	X
	
	
	

	Step 7
USA/ NSGC-03
	Sentence 316
	Recommend adding a reference to an IAEA publication that discusses considerations regarding human factors in package design.
	This is the only place in the document where this is mentioned; No other references to human factors exist in this document. Also, this para lacks important details about what types of human factors shall be considered, why it applies only to the design of a package rather than more comprehensively, and how the results of this systematic consideration should be incorporated into regulations.

Recommend providing a reference to another IAEA document, as needed, for further information on how to consider human factors in package design. Otherwise, the sentence does not stand on its own.
	
	
	X
	See JPN/TRANSSC-04, USA/TRANSSC-06, and WNTI-03.







	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	F-54
	617
	617. […]
For packages requiring competent authority approval, the dose rate at 2 m of the package with the maximum content shall be evaluated in the application for approval. If this calculation shows that there is a risk to exceed 0.1 mSv/h, then necessary operational measures shall be defined in the operating instructions.

	Clarification of understanding
Para. 617 applies only to the dose rate on the external surface of the package, i.e. not to the dose rate at 2 m of the vehicle.
The wording suggests that paras 516, 527, 528 for one hand and 566 b), 573 for the other hand do not apply at the same level. French understanding is that only the parts of 566 b) and 573 relevant to the limits on the dose rate at the external surface of the package apply. It means that if the external surface of the package is also the external surface of the vehicle, then the designer must demonstrate it complies with the 2 mSv/h limit at package surface (even under exclusive use), but in all the other cases, the 566b) and 573 are not relevant (for this specific matter).
Besides, according to paras 801 and 802, the approval (or certificate of compliance) refers only to the package design and not to the way it will be carried (e.g. the number of packages in a vehicle or the type of vehicle used). Thus there is a contradiction to base the approval on the respect of a limit which depends on the way the package is carried. Para. 617 applies to every package, even excepted, type A and type IP and for these, there exists cases where the designer has no way to know which vehicle will be used and how many packages will be carried together.
As the respect of the limits of 566b) and 573 will be checked by the consignor before departure, this position does not reduce the safety.
There is actually one safety issue left: if the dose rate around the vehicle is found to be above the regulatory limits while measured before departure, the package will have to be emptied. This can of course result in significant dose rates for operators. This issue only concerns type B package (more specifically spent fuel or some very high activity waste). To prevent this, only for the packages submitted to competent authority approval, the aim of this proposal is to ask the designer to calculate in the safety analysis report the dose rate at 2 m of the package with the maximum content. If this calculation shows that there is a risk to exceed 0.1 mSv/h, then the designer must put some operational measures in the user’s instructions to prevent the risk of having to empty a package. For example, the consignor can perform some calculations with the real content characteristics before loading: it is already asked in France for spent fuel packages (for a different issue).

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation
(RP is secondary)

	
	X
The following aspects should be considered during the revision cycle:
· The amended version in the in the column on the right-hand side should be considered.

	Yes
	
	It is recognized within TTEG PPA members that the radiation protection issue raised by the F-54 could not be neglected.

Resulting from TTEG PPA discussion, it is recommended to accept the proposal but to modify the text as follows:

617. A package shall be so designed that it provides sufficient shielding to ensure that, under routine conditions of transport and with the maximum radioactive contents that the package is designed to contain, the dose rate at any point on the external surface of the package would not exceed:
(a) at any point on the external surface of the package the values specified in paras 516, 527 and 528, as applicable, with account taken of paras 566(b) and 573.
(b) 0.1 mSv/h at any point 2 m from the outer surfaces of the package unless operational measures are defined in the operating instructions to check that, prior to the loading of the actual radioactive contents in the packaging, the theoretical dose rate of the package in or on the vehicle will comply with the dose rate specified in para 566(b).
rate specified in para 566(b).

Some TTEG PPA members found, that the proposal needs further discussion to decide, if the change is really necessary.

Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 4 on 1 August 2022.

Late in the process, the following comment has been received by the Russian Federation and may be taken for further consideration during an upcoming revision process:
It is not clear how to fulfill the proposed requirements. What provisions may be included by designer in operating requirements (other than recommendations (not requirements) for appropriate placing of the package on(in) vehicle and additional shielding)? It is desirable to present some examples. Further it is evidently that control for respecting para 566 b) have to make carrier taking into account all packages in(on) vehicle but not only considered packages. Results depend on too many factors. In general it seems that proposal too complicates the SSR-6 and its respecting.

The proposal has been also discussed by TTEG RP as secondary TTEG. The review of TTEG RP supports the classification "accepted" instead of "accepted but modified" and impact on safety "no" instead of "yes".

TTEG RP comments are reproduced hereafter for convenience:

TTEG-RP examined the latest version of the proposal made to the TTEG PPA (August 2022):
617. A package shall be so designed that it provides sufficient shielding to ensure that, under routine conditions of transport and with the maximum radioactive contents that the package is designed to contain, the dose rate at any point on the external surface of the package would not exceed:
(a) at any point on the external surface of the package the values specified in paras 516, 527 and 528, as applicable, with account taken of paras 566(b) and 573.
(b) 0.1 mSv/h at any point 2 m from the outer surfaces of the package unless operational measures are defined in the operating instructions to check that, prior to the loading of the actual radioactive contents in the packaging, the theoretical dose rate of the package in or on the vehicle will comply with the dose rate specified in para 566(b).

TTEG RP understands the issue that led to the proposal, and generally agrees with the explanations made by France. A package loaded with it maximal content must be designed to be transported, i.e. at least one package should be able to be transported on a vehicle. Since the vehicle or any other barrier placed around the package are not part of the package design, a conservative approach would be to evaluate the dose rate at 2 m away from the external surface of the package. However, considering that the 0.1 mSv/h limit is mostly made for the public and that barriers and distances can be put in place inside a vehicle, special provisions can be made in the operating instructions (which would fall under the requirement of para. 838 (r) for type B packages, and would lead designers to include them in their safety analysis report in case the limit at 2 m of the package would not be respected for the maximum content).   

Should there be modifications to the wording to clarify how to address this issue in a comprehensive and understandable manner, it can be addressed during the revision cycle (e.g. removing the “theoretical” word).

	TTEG-RP Recommendation
(PPA is primary)

	x
	
	No
	
	TTEG-RP examined the latest version of the proposal made to the TTEG PPA (August 2022):
617. A package shall be so designed that it provides sufficient shielding to ensure that, under routine conditions of transport and with the maximum radioactive contents that the package is designed to contain, the dose rate at any point on the external surface of the package would not exceed:
(a) at any point on the external surface of the package the values specified in paras 516, 527 and 528, as applicable, with account taken of paras 566(b) and 573.
(b) 0.1 mSv/h at any point 2 m from the outer surfaces of the package unless operational measures are defined in the operating instructions to check that, prior to the loading of the actual radioactive contents in the packaging, the theoretical dose rate of the package in or on the vehicle will comply with the dose rate specified in para 566(b).

TTEG RP understands the issue that led to the proposal, and generally agrees with the explanations made by France. A package loaded with it maximal content must be designed to be transported, i.e. at least one package should be able to be transported on a vehicle. Since the vehicle or any other barrier placed around the package are not part of the package design, a conservative approach would be to evaluate the dose rate at 2 m away from the external surface of the package. However, considering that the 0.1 mSv/h limit is mostly made for the public and that barriers and distances can be put in place inside a vehicle, special provisions can be made in the operating instructions (which would fall under the requirement of para. 838 (r) for type B packages, and would lead designers to include them in their safety analysis report in case the limit at 2 m of the package would not be respected for the maximum content).   

Should there be modifications to the wording to clarify how to address this issue in a comprehensive and understandable manner, it can be addressed during the revision cycle (e.g. removing the “theoretical” word).

	Comment from Japan
	
	
	Yes
	X
	A transport package is usually designed as a single unit, however in actual transportation, there are various cases for consolidated shipments not under exclusive use or consignments under exclusive use, designers for a transport package are not able to assume such transport conditions. Especially the para 566(b) in Section V (Requirements and Controls for Transport) stipulates the responsibility of consignors, it cannot be guaranteed at the design stage. There is a risk that designers have to take responsibility for all designs of packages if acceptance of this proposal. As mentioned above, Japan considers that it would be inappropriate to place all responsibility on designers and that some parts of packages design should be held accountable by consignors. It is natural consequence that consignors should be responsible in case of consolidated shipments not under exclusive use or consignments under exclusive use, which are not assumed at the stage of shielding design, for example. Since the boundary of responsibilities between consignors and designers has not been carefully examined, and therefore this proposal is immature.

	USA Rebuttal
	
	
	Yes
	Reject
	· Proposal needs additional work and discussion.  Should be treated as an identified problem for TRANSSC/TTEG to work on for next review cycle.
· 617(b) requirement appears to be included in 566(b) which is being removed.

	WNTI Rebuttal
	
	See proposal in the furthest right-hand column.
	
	
	The text which is proposed is confusing, by mixing in the same paragraph, under Section VI “Requirements for radioactive material and for packagings and packages” of the Regulations,  design considerations (that are appropriate in Section VI) and requirement about the operating instructions (for which Section VI does not seem an appropriate location). 

To reach the same goal, we propose that para. 617 remains as it is, and that para. 809(d) be modified as follows:
(d) The proposed operating and maintenance instructions for the use of the
packaging, including operational measures, such as calculations or additional shielding, to assure that, prior to the loading of the radioactive contents within the packaging, the dose rates around the vehicle and the freight container, when applicable, comply with the limits in para. 566(b).


	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	X
	
	
	
	WNTI modified text is accepted.  

	Consultancy meeting, May 2023
	
	
	
	
	Text revised to include dose rate limitations for a vehicle under exclusive use, i.e. para. 573. 







	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/
Identified problem

	UK-08
	809(d)
	The proposed operating and maintenance instructions for the use of the packaging clearly identifying the activities and tasks required to demonstrate the package is safe for transport..
	The UK Competent Authority has experience of maintenance and operating instructions which fail to differentiate between key safety critical tasks and company policy/process. This risks key safety critical tasks being missed.
The aim of this proposal is to clarify that safety critical activities and tasks (as identified in the PDSR) should be clearly identified in the appropriate maintenance and operating instructions.

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation

	
	X
The following aspects should be considered during the revision cycle: 

· Potentially move to Section III and provide more specific criteria.
· Potentially combine with UK-04
	Yes
	
	Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 2 on 26 July 2022 provided by UK representatives.

	Comment from Japan
	
	
	No
	X
	It is unclear why activities and tasks required to demonstrate the safety of the package have to be identified only in the operating and maintenance instructions for the use of the packaging. The explanation is still insufficient and there is doubt as to its validity, so Japan rejects this proposal.

	USA Rebuttal
	
	
	Yes
	Reject
	
· Proposal needs additional work/discussion and should be reclassified as an identified problem.
· Is applicant to remove non-safety related operating and maintenance procedures or company best practices?  If so, how will this impact safe use of package?
· If applicant designates “safety related” portions of procedures, are they the only portion of the procedure to be enforced?

	WNTI Rebuttal
	
	
	
	X
	There were a lot of discussions during the TTEG-PPA meetings, and it was agreed that the proposals should be significantly modified. Currently, no updated text is available. The concept does not seem to be sufficiently mature to lead to a text that could reach a consensus in the short term. The proposal should be rejected in the current review / revision cycle.

	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	
	X
	
	
	Combine with UK-04.

	See UK modified text for UK-04
	
	
	
	
	




	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason/Description/ 
Identified problem

	G-01
	239A
	Special form radioactive material working life
Special form radioactive material working life shall mean the operational time of the special form radioactive material as basis to evaluate ageing mechanisms.
	Definition of the wording “Special form radioactive material working life” is needed for a correct application of the requirements in paras 803(f) and 834(m) related to special form radioactive material. 


	G-03
	415
	Radioactive material may be classified as special form radioactive material only if it meets the requirements of paras 602-604A and 802.
	If proposal GER No. 5 is accepted the new para. 604A has to be referenced in the list of requirements.

	G-05
	604A
	The design of a special form radioactive material shall take into account ageing mechanisms based on the special form radioactive material working life.
	Harmonization of requirements in view to package designs (cf. para. 613A). Due to the usually long-term use of special form radioactive material in a wide range of environmental conditions, the assessment of the ageing behavior is an important aspect for the safety evaluation of the special form radioactive material design.

	G-08
	803(f)
	The design (...) an application for approval shall include:
(f)   In case of special form radioactive material a specification of a working life.
	The specification of a special form radioactive material  working life shall be the basis for the evaluation of ageing mechanisms. Cp. proposal for paras 239A, 604A. Upon expiry of the special form radioactive material working life the transport of the material as special form radioactive material shall no longer be permitted.

	G-10
	834(m)
	Each certificate (…) shall include…:
(m)  In case of special form radioactive material a specification of a working life. Upon expiry of the working life the transport as special form radioactive material is no longer permitted.
	The specification of a special form radioactive material  working life limit shall be the basis for the evaluation of ageing mechanisms. Cp. proposal for paras 239A, 604A, 803(f). Upon expiry of the special form radioactive material working life the transport of the material as a special form radioactive material shall no longer be permitted.

	
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Impact on Safety [Yes/No]
	Rejected
	Basis for Recommendation / Decision and other information

	TTEG-PPA Recommendation G-01
	
	
	Yes
	X
	For any additional information, please refer to G-05.

	G-03
	X
	
	Yes
	
	For any additional information, please refer to G-05.

	G-05
	
	X

The design of a special form radioactive material shall take into account ageing mechanisms based on the special form radioactive material working life.
	Yes
	
	Justifications for the need and the benefits of the proposals G-01, G-03, G-05, G-08, G-10 has been provided in the proposal and the attached document “TTEG_PPA_VM_3_G-01_G-03_G-05_G-08_G-10.pdf”. The provided justifications have been discussed during the TTEG-PPA VM#3 meeting on 24 August 2022.

Between the participants it was consensus and accepted that “ageing evaluation” for special form radioactive material is needed and shall be part of the design of special form radioactive material. It is recommended to add aging mechanism evaluation to the SSR-6 requirements to harmonize the requirements (cp. §613A general requirements for packages).
It was intensively discussed about the introduction of a “SFRM working life”. Some participants supported the approach, other participants not. Further discussion is needed how to implement a time span as basis for the ageing evaluation. During the discussion it was recommended to use a similar approach as for DPC packages in view to shipment after storage.
The proposal G-05 should be discussed in combination with proposals G-01, G-03, G-08 and G-10.

Outcome of TTEG PPA virtual meeting 3 on 24 August 2022.

	G-08
	
	
	Yes
	X
	For any additional information, please refer to G-05.

	G-10
	
	
	Yes
	X
	For any additional information, please refer to G-05.

	TRANSSC 45 Decision
	
	
	
	
	Recommendations of the TTEG were accepted.

	COMMENTS BY REVIEWER
	RESOLUTION

	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Rejected
	Reason for modification/rejection

	Step 7
USA/TRANSSC-14
	604A
	604A. The design of special form radioactive material shall take into account ageing mechanisms.

	Do not believe this is required.  US position is that use of US special form certificate requires source to be as described in certificate (thus the source must be “as manufactured”)
	
	
	X
	The requirement in para. 604A has the objective of ensuring that the source will be “as manufactured” during its lifetime. Also, this requirement is consistent with the ageing management requirements for packages. 
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