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Introduction

The Government of Sweden appreciates the work dmnehe United
Kingdom concerning the revision of Chapter 8.2 @mel work done by Ireland in
coordinating a working group. Nevertheless, we wolike to propose some
alternative solutions as well as some further anmends.

Sweden believes that the text in Chapter 8.2 cbeldationalized and more
user-friendly, partly by using harmonized expressj@and partly to assemble all the
provisions that are of a more general nature irbgnning of a sub-section in order
to avoid them being repeated. This could e.g. lme dath the provisions concerning
structure of training (8.2.2.3) and examination® @&7).

Furthermore, we believe that it is of great impoc&that the text is
consequent considering the way it presents theréifit phrases for the training
courses. To exemplify, the wording adopted at ttayvheeting for sub-section
8.2.2.3 could be compared to the current wordinguin-section 8.2.2.6.1:

“8.2.2.3 Initial and refresher trainirghall be given in the form of a basic
training course, and when applicable, specializatiaining courses.”

“8.2.2.6.1 The trainingourses shall be subject to approval by the coempet
authority.”

In our understanding, when the phrase “trainingiged as in sub-section
8.2.2.6.1, it covers both the initial and the refrer training. For this reason, we
believe it might be wise to avoid stating both termitial and refresher) as in the
underlined text in 8.2.2.3 above, since this cdeiddl to confusion.
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MEMUs

We would also like to raise a question concernirgggrovisions for training
of drivers and its applicability for MEMUS. At fitsit seemed to be appropriate
adding the term “MEMU” in sub-section 8.2.1.3 and.8.4. However, after further
consideration we wonder if this is necessary. Aditwy to the definition of MEMU in
Chapter 1.2, a MEMU means a unit, or a vehicle nedimvith a unit for
manufacturing and charging explosives from dangegmods that are not explosives.
However, in cases where the MEMU consist of a ané not a vehicle, the MEMU
must quite likely be positioned on a vehicle —tarauld not be transported. Since
“vehicle” is already referred to in all places whaiso “MEMUS” are referred to
(with one exception, where specialization is reggiifor mixed loads of Class 1 and
5.1, which might have to be discussed separatelyfelieve it is sufficient only to
refer to vehicles.

Comprehensive course

Moreover, we would like to discuss what the expgmsscomprehensive
course” means. Does it always mean a basic coogeghter with all three
specialization courses, or could it consist of sikbaourse together with only one or
two of the specialization courses?

Special provisions S1 and S11

In Chapter 8.2 references are made to Chaptendistf has precedence to
the requirements in Chapters 8.1 to 8.4) and S1S41id However, we find some of
the texts in these S-provisions rather confusiig xt in S1 (1) (a) and (b) does not
seem to add any additional requirements than agady required in Chapter 8.2. We
believe that this text might have had a meanindenthie provisions in Chapter 8.2
only applied to vehicles with a permissible maximomass exceeding 3.5 tonnes. The
same situation might apply for the text in S11gajl (2), which in this case could be
deleted. If this is the case, the reference in(@)Would have to be amended.

Proposal

Below follows our proposals for amendments (changekerlined or stricken
out) together with a comment. In the Annex to thesument, we have prepared a
consolidated Chapter 8.2 (current text in ADR 20@9uding the amendments
adopted at the last session, presented in Anre¥hktreport
ECE/TRANS/WP.15/201) in which our proposals for adments are highlighted
(text underlined or stricken out).

A consolidated text including the amendments psepldelow is reproduced
in INF.8/Add.1.

Amend sub-section 8.2.1.1 as follows:

“8.2.1.1 Drivers of vehicles carrying dangerousdmsehall hold a valid
driver'scertificate...”
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Comment Since this is the first paragraph of this Chaptarould seem appropriate
referring to the certificate as the “driver’s cicate”. It might also be wise to insert
the word “valid”.

Amend the fourth sentence in sub-section 8.2.1.2;

“8.2.1.2 ... This training-which-shalHnelude-indiddl-practical-exereiseshall

act as the basis of training for all categoriedrivers covering at least
the subjects defined in 8.2.2.3.2..”

Comment The text stricken out is already covered by trevigions in section 8.2.2
and sub-section 8.2.2.3. The reference to 8.2.8%8RId be replaced by 8.2.2.3.7 if
the amendments we have proposed for this sub-sdsteimended.

The following amendments proposed for sub-sec8dh4.3 and 8.2.1.4 needs to be
discussed separately and preferably after havingdbal on this proposal as a whole:

“8.2.1.3" In the first sentence: delete the wdtmisMEMUS” twice and replace
the reference to 8.2.2.3.3 with 8.2.2.3.8.

“8.2.1.4" In the first sentence: delete the words MEMUSs” and replace the
reference to 8.2.2.3.4 with 8.2.2.3.9 and therezfce to 8.2.2.3.5 with
8.2.2.3.10.

Comment As explained in the introduction to this propeset believe it is sufficient
to only refer to vehicles, and subsequently deélgiteEMUs”. However, it might be
necessary to keep the second reference to MEMUCk $irese text also covers
substances and articles of Division 1.4, compattgroup S.

Regarding the amendments of the references, thiddvemly be necessary if
our proposed amendments for these sub-sectionbevddopted.

Furthermore, sub-section 8.2.1.4 refers to additioequirement in S1 in
Chapter 8.5 for carriage of Class1, and to spgc@lisions S11 and S12 for carriage
of Class 7. However, the text in S1 (1) (a) andafid S11 (1) and (2) does not seem
to have any additional requirements than are ajretated in Chapter 8.2. It appears
as if the text in these parts of the S-provisioeseaneeded when Chapter 8.2 only
applied to vehicles with a permissible maximum n&seding 3.5 tonnes. For this
reason, we believe that the text in S1 (1) (a)(@pénd S11 (1) and (2) could be
deleted. A consequential amendment would then bepiace the reference to (2) in
the current S11 (3) with 8.2.2.3.10 (which is 8.2.2 in the current provisions).

Amend the text in Chapter 8.5 as follows:

“S1: Additional requirements concerning the carriage of
explosive substances and articles (Class 1)

Q) Special training of drivers

{8)—Fherequirements&- 2.1 shalbpply-to-drivers-of-vehieles
carrying-substahces-orarticles-of Classtherthan
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{e) If, according to other regulations applicablehir tountry
of a Contracting Party, a driver has followed eqient
training under a different regime or for a differenrpose,
covering the subjects referred to in (b), the sgdetion
course may be totally or partially dispensed with.

S11: (1) The requirements @.2.1 shall apply.

. ing at

leastthe subjectsdefined82.2.3.5

£3) If, according to other regulations applicabletie tountry of a
Contracting Party, a driver has followed equivakeaining under
a different regime or for a different purpose cawgithe subjects
referred to in 8.2.2.3.18{2bhe specialization course may be
totally or partially dispensed with.”

Delete sub-section 8.2.1.5

Comment We believe that the provisions that deal withengal and validity
should be gathered in the same sub-section, anefohe be transferred to sub-section
8.2.2.8.2.

Delete sub-section 8.2.1.6

Comment This text deals with the structure of traininglathould be
transferred to the proposed new sub-section 8.2.2.3

Renumber and amend sub-section 8.2.1.7 as follows:

“8.2.1-/5 tnitiaHtraining-courses—refreshdiraining courses,

practical...”

Comment In our understanding, the phrase “training” ceveoth the initial and the
refresher training (compare sub-section 8.2.2.@1¢. text could therefore be
simplified.

Renumber and amend sub-section 8.2.1.8 as follows:

“8.2.1.&%" Replace the reference to 8.2.2.8.3 with 8.2.2.8.



INF.8
page 5

Comment We believe that there are more paragraphs thateseto the conditions for
the issuing of a certificate. Referring to sub-ger8.2.2.8 therefore seems more
appropriate.

Amend 8.2.1.9 as follows:

Amend sub-section 8.2.2.2 as follows:

“8.2.2.2" Replace the references to sub-sectiod2 .2 with 8.2.2.3.7 and
8.2.2.3.5 with 8.2.2.3.10. Amend the last sergdnaead:
“The initiak-training-and-refreshéraining shall also include individual

practical exercises (see 8.2.2316)."

Comment In our understanding, the phrase “training” cevieoth the initial and the
refresher training (compare sub-section 8.2.2.G4¢. text could therefore be
simplified. Regarding the amendments of the refegenthis would only be necessary
if our proposed amendments for these sub-sectidhberadopted.

Simplify the text in sub-section 8.2.2.3.1 and @ddfying references:
“8.2.2.3.1  -nitialand-refreshertaining shall be given in the form of a basic

training course and, when applicable, speciatimatraining courses
(see 8.2.2.4 and 8.2.25)

Renumber the current sub-sections 8.2.2.3.2 —8.3.8% be 8.2.2.3.7 - 8.2.2.3.10
and insert all text that deals with the structuferaining:

“8.2.2.3.2  nitialorrefreshdBasic training courses amsitial orrefresher
specialization training courses may be given inftinm of
comprehensivftraining] courses, conducted integrally, on the same
occasion and by the same training organization.

8.2.2.3.3 The total duration of a comprehens§irsning] course may be
determined by the competent authority, who shalhtai the duration
of the basic training course and the specializatiaiming course for
tanks, but may supplement it with shortened speaitibn training
courses for Classes 1 and 7.

8.2.2.34 Teaching units are intended to last 45uies.

8.2.2.35 Normally, not more than eight teachinigsushall be permitted on each
training day.
8.2.2.3.6 Individual practical exercises shall talace in connection with the

theoretical basic training course and the speatdin training course
for carriage in tanks, and shall at least covet fird, fire-fighting and
what to do in case of an incident or accident.”
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Comment Today, this text are stated twice: under the igiows for the initial

training programme (8.2.2.4.2 — 8.2.2.4.5) andilypannder the provisions for the
refresher training programme (8.2.2.5.3 last sex@emd 8.2.2.5.4). However, in the
current text for the refresher training programswme of these provisions have been
left out (e.g. that teaching units are intendelhs$d 45 minutes and the scope of the
practical exercises). Since we believe that theseigions should apply for all
courses, the text could be rationalized by onlgiregethem once.

We would also like to raise the question whethentlord “training” also should be
included for the comprehensive courses (see sduaciets above).

Add the word “training” in sub-section 8.2.2.4.1.
“8.2.2.4.1 The minimum duration of the theoretielment of each initial

training course or part of the comprehensive [traihicmurse shall be

Delete the following sub-sections and its texts:

Comment This text is transferred to the amended sub-zes#8.2.2.3.3 —8.2.2.3.6
and could therefore be deleted.

Amend the reference in sub-section 8.2.2.5.2:
“8.2.2.5.2"  Replace the reference to 8.2.1.5 with®B8.2

Comment This amendment would only be necessary if ouppsed amendments for
these sub-sections will be adopted.

Amend sub-section 8.2.2.5.3 and its footnote é®Asl

“8.2.2.5.3 The minimum duration of the theoretielment of each refresher
training course or part of the comprehengtv@ning] course shall be

as follows:
Basic training course 9 teaching unit$
Specialization training course for carriage in &nk 6 teaching units$

Specialization training course for carriage of sabses and 4 teaching units
articles of Class 1

Specialization training course for carriage of cadiive 4 teaching units
material of Class 7”
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Amend the reference in the footnote by replaciry234.5 with 8.2.2.3.6.

Comment We are of the opinion that the minimum duration@erning the refresher
training programme should be structured in the sameas for the initial training
programme in order to have a harmonized text. Euntbre, considering that a
teaching unit is only 45 minutes, we propose thatrhinimum duration should be at
least half of the time allocated to the initialimiag programme.

Delete sub-section 8.2.2.5.4 and its text:

Comment:This text is transferred to the amended sub-se&id.2.3.5 and could
therefore be deleted.

Amend sub-section 8.2.2.7.1 to read:
“8.2.2.7.1 Examinations for the-itidbasic [or restricted basic training] course

Comment We believe that the examinations for an initiadl @ refresher training
course should be held on the same conditions. \&fefibre propose to simplify the
text by only stating the provisions once. By delgtihe word “initial” the text applies
for the initial as well as for the refresher traigicourses.

Amend sub-section 8.2.2.7.1.3:
“8.2.2.7.1.3” Delete the words “...or the examinatlmwody approved by that
authority...” and replace the reference to 8.2.218.2.2.2.3.7.

Comment The definition of Competent Authority in Chapfe? already covers that
part of the text. Regarding the amendment of tlereace, this would only be
necessary if our proposed amendments for this saties will be adopted.

Amend the second and third sentences in 8.2.2.taxeid as follows:

“8.2.2.7.1.6 The examination shall take the forna efritten examination or a
combination of a written and oral examination. Eaahdidate shall be
asked at least 25 written questions for the iniigdic training course
and at least 15 written questions for the refreblasic training course
The duration of thesexaminationshall be at least 45 or 30inutes
respectively The questions may be of a varying degree ofadiffy
and be allocated a different weighting”.

Comment Since we have proposed that this text shall cbedn initial and refresher
training courses, its content must be adaptedderao specify the different scopes of
an initial and a refresher training course concgymhower time limits and amount of
guestions.

Amend sub-section 8.2.2.7.2:

“8.2.2.7.2 Examinations fornitiabpecialization [or restricted specialization]
training} courses for carriage in tanks or for carriage-edptesive
substances and articles of Classrlradioactive material of Class’7

Comment By deleting the word “initial” the text appliesifthe initial as well as for
the refresher specialization training courses. Yéeoathe opinion that examinations
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for an initial and a refresher specialization tragncourse should be held on the same
conditions.

In order to harmonize the expressions; the womrfing” should remain in the text
and we should also use the same wording as in p#res of this Chapter when Class
1 and/or 7 are mentioned.

Amend sub-section 8.2.2.7.2.1:

“8.2.2.7.2.1 After having sat the examination oa lasic course and after having
attended the specialization [or restricted spegaéitbn]training] course
for carriage in tanks or for the carriage-ef-explesubstances and
articles of Class br radioactive material of Classthe candidate shall
be allowed to take part in the corresponding exation.

Comment Harmonize the expressions (see comment above).

Amend references in sub-section 8.2.2.7.2.2:
“8.2.2.7.2.2" Replace 8.2.2.3.3 with 8.2.2.3.8,8.2.4 with 8.2.2.3.9 and 8.2.2.3.5
with 8.2.2.3.10.

Comment The amendments would only be necessary if oysgsed amendments for
these sub-sections will be adopted.

Amend sub-section 8.2.2.7.2.3 as follows:

“8.2.2.7.2.3 _With respect to each specializatiaming courseAat least 15 written
questions shall be asked for the initial trainivarse and at least 10
written questions shall be asked for the refrestaéming coursewith

respectto-each-specialization-courBee duration of these

examinations shall be at least 30 minutes respslgfiv

Comment Since we have proposed that this text shall cbedn initial and refresher
specialization training courses, its content mesatiapted in order to specify the
different scopes of an initial and a refreshemirgj course concerning lower time
limits and amount of questions.

Add a new sub-section 8.2.2.7.2.4 to read as fsllow
“8.2.2.7.2.4 If an examination is based on a retgtti basic training course, this
limits the examination of the specialization cous¢he same scope.”

Comment:This text is transferred from sub-section 8.242.7.

Delete the following sub-sections:
822+ 3—Examinationsferrefreshertraining

Comment:We believe that the examinations for an initiadl arefresher training
course should be held on the same conditions. &ingtall of these general
provisions in sub-section 8.2.2.7.1 (see 8.2.2aBdve) there is no need to repeat the
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same text again under a separate sub-sectiondaetiesher training. Therefore,
these sub-sections could be deleted.

Amend the reference in 8.2.2.8.1:
Comment If our proposed amendments are adopted, theergferto 8.2.1.8 should
be replaced by 8.2.1.6.

Amend 8.2.2.8.2 to read as follows:
“8.2.2.8.2

Ihe date of
validity of a driver’s certificate shall be five ges from the date the

driver passes a basic [or restricted basic] trgiexamination or an
examination based on a comprehensive course.

When a driver has completed appropriate trainirpitng to this
Chapter and passed the corresponding examinatibimviliz months
before the date of expiry of the certificate, tladidity shall be
extended by five years, beginning with the datexgfiry of the
certificate.

When a driver has passed a specialization [oricestrspecialization]
training examination, this shall only be valid Uittie date of expiry of
the certificate.”

Comment:We do not believe it is necessary to state treat#ndidate shall furnish
proof of his participation in a refresher trainicgurse. It should be sufficient to
simply refer to a passed examination. Insteadptbeision in 8.2.2.7 “Examinations”
should clearly state that it is only allowed todgdart in an examination after having
completed an appropriate training course. Furthezemee believe that the training
required to be completed could be a basic traiasgell as refresher training.

Amend sub-section 8.2.2.8.5:

Comment To avoid differences between the countries dedtiés, we suggest
including some kind of markings that illustratesemthe text of a second language
(as required in 8.2.2.8.4) shall be displayed.

We would also like it to be clarified what kindioformation that might be included
under ten (“10. National comments”) in the certfie. Is this space reserved for
logotypes or other information that could be ofueabn an international driver’s
certificate?

Furthermore, we propose to leave out the informadilbout the size of the certificate.
It should be sufficient to refer to the standarduib-section 8.2.2.8.3.




