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OBSI3AHHOCTH DKCILTYATAHTA B YACTH, KACAIOIIEWCS IPUEMKH

(ITIpencrasieno dx. MaknadiauHbeim)

AHHOTANMUA
(B cBs31 ¢ orpaHU4YeHHBIMH pecypcamMu NepeBeieHbl TOJILKO aHHOTaUs U JOOaBIeHHE. )

Hactosmumii pabounii JOKyMEHT CTaBUT CBOEH IENbIO MPOJOIKHUTH JUCKYCCHIO, TPOBOAMBIIYIOCS
Ha coBeulanuu Paboueit rpynmel noiaHoro coctaBa DGP B Atnantuk-cutu (DGP-WG/11, 4-8 anpens
2011 roma), mo Borpocy npueMku (cMm. 1. 3.2.43 noxkymenta DGP/23-WP/3) u onpenenenuii TepMHHOB
"He3ameKIapupoBaHHble" ¥ "HENpaBWIBLHO 3aJcKiIapHpoBaHHBIE" omacHble Tpy3sl (cM. 1. 3.2.6
nokymenta DGP/23-WP/3), mockonbKy OHM KacaroTcsl IPHHIUIIOB "KOHCTPYKTHBHOTO" 3HAHUSI.

HeiictBusi DGP: DGP pekoMeHmyeTrcsi TpoBecTH INMHpPOKoe oOOCYyXIeHHWe Bompoca 00
00s13aHHOCTSIX DKCILTyaTaHTa B YaCTH, Kacaromencs mporecca npueMku. B 1. 1.2 HacTosmiero pabodero
JIOKyMEHTa OTMEYaeTCs, YTO OTH TPEOOBAHMS, KaK NPEJCTABISACTCS, SBISIOTCA JOCTATOYHBIMHU.
CoOTBETCTBEHHO, OTHOCSIINECS K 3TOMY BOIIPOCY OTpe/eIeHUs TEPMUHOB ""He3aleKIapupoBaHHbIe" U
"HEeNpPaBUJIbHO 3aJCKIIAPUPOBAHHBIC" OIACHBIC TPY3bl, MPEABAPUTEILHO MPUHATHIC HA COBCIIAHUH
DGP/WG-11, MOXHO HWCKIIOYHTh, KaK MpeUiaracTcs B HACTOSIEM paboyeM JOKyMEHTE.
[IpemnoxkeHne OTHOCHUTENBHO ONpeAelieHHd W TpeOOoBaHW K TPEICTaBIeHHIO HWH(OpMauu o
HEe3aJeKIIapUPOBAaHHBIX W HEMPAaBIJIBHO 3aAeKIapUPOBAHHBIX OMACHBIX TPy3axX COAEPIKHUTCA B
nokymente DGP/23-WP/46.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 At the DGP Working Group of the Whole meeting in Atlantic City (DGP-WG/11, 4 to
8 April 2011) there was considerable discussion and support for proposed amendments related to
acceptance requirements (DGP/23-WP/3, paragraph 3.2.43 refers) and definitions for the terms
“undeclared” and “misdeclared” dangerous goods (DGP/23-WP/3, paragraph 3.2.6 refers). The proposal
to introduce new definitions for the terms “undeclared” and “misdeclared” in particular encouraged panel
members to consider the burdens imposed upon the operator when dangerous goods are not offered in
compliance with the Technical Instructions (DGP-WG/11-WP/53, paragraph 1.3 refers). Nothing in this
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paper is intended to alter or in any way address a shipper’s responsibility to offer dangerous goods to air
carriers in compliance with the Technical Instructions.

1.2 Prior to incorporating the proposals referenced above into the Technical Instructions, the
DGP is invited to consider that operator responsibilities are already enumerated in the Technical
Instructions. These responsibilities are necessary and in the interests of transportation safety. There are at
least two sections of the Technical Instructions that address operator requirements for the acceptance and
recognition of dangerous goods, regardless of how they are offered.

1.2.1 Part 7;1, 1.1 of the Technical Instructions reads as follows:

1.1 CARGO ACCEPTANCE PROCEDURES

1.1.1  Operators’ acceptance staff must be adequately trained to assist them in identifying and
detecting dangerous goods presented as general cargo.

1.1.2 Cargo acceptance staff should seek confirmation from shippers about the contents of
any item of cargo where there are suspicions that it may contain dangerous goods, with the aim of
preventing undeclared dangerous goods from being loaded on an aircraft as general cargo. Many
innocuous-looking items may contain dangerous goods, and a list of general descriptions which,
experience has shown, are often applied to such items is shown in Chapter 6.

1.2.2 Part 1;4 (Table 1-4 and Table 1-5) of the Technical Instructions requires that every job
function receive training in the recognition of undeclared dangerous goods. This is required for operators
who transport dangerous goods (Table 1-4) and operators who do not accept dangerous goods (Table 1-5).

1.3 Collectively, the Technical Instructions place a high burden on operators, one that goes
beyond inspecting formally offered dangerous goods for compliance and consistency. Operators who
choose not to transport dangerous goods are subject to these provisions in the Technical Instructions, as
are employees of any operator working exclusively with unregulated cargo.

1.4 The Technical Instructions and the United States regulations/case law both equate an
operator’s responsibility in accepting and transporting formally declared dangerous goods with instances
where the operator “should have known” or “had reason to know” dangerous goods were being offered.
In other words, an operator would be equally responsible for compliance under the Technical Instructions
(stowage, loading, inspection for leakage, providing notice to the pilot in command, etc.) in the examples
below. The only difference would be that the operator would already be in non-compliance if they were to
accept the shipment in Example 2 (as general cargo or dangerous goods).

1.4.1 Example 1: UN 1203 (Gasoline) is declared as dangerous goods, and is appropriately
marked, labeled, documented, and packaged.

1.4.2 Example 2: A packaged is offered as general cargo. The words “gasoline” or “flammable
liquid” are written on the package.

1.5 The principle behind this working paper generally, and paragraph 1.4 specifically is
referred to in the United States as constructive knowledge. It is synonymous with the idea that an operator
“should have known” or “had reason to know” dangerous goods were offered. The rationale is twofold.

1.5.1 First, United States legislation requires air carriers to operate with the highest degree of
care. That is, air carriers have a responsibility to assure, to the maximum extent possible, the safety and
well-being of their passengers and crew. This is consistent with common carriers in all modes of
transportation trusted with the safety of passengers and crew which go beyond non-commercial
operations.
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1.5.2 A second and closely related rationale for operators to employ constructive knowledge is
the high risk inherent in dangerous goods — declared and undeclared. The higher the risk, the higher the
degree of care that is needed. As the Supreme Court of the United States has stated, when dangerous
products are involved, “the probability of regulation is so great that anyone who is aware that he is in
possession of them ... must be presumed to be aware of the regulation”

1.6 For reasons cited in paragraphs 1.5.1 and 1.5.2, a high duty of care is imposed on
operators. With this duty of care required, the next question is with what degree of scrutiny must
operators apply constructive knowledge principles in order to become aware of (undeclared) dangerous
goods? In the United States, courts have held that the duty of care does not exceed that of a “reasonable
man” of “ordinary prudence under the circumstances”. The “reasonable person’s” ability to detect
undeclared shipments is not that of a dangerous goods expert, but is instead the perspective of a
reasonable employee whose training is in compliance with Part 1;4 of the Technical Instructions. For
purposes of enforcement, constructive knowledge is the same as having had actual knowledge of an
undeclared or misdeclared shipment. That is, a hazardous communication was made to the operator, who
improperly accepted (and potentially transported) the shipment.

1.7 What a “reasonable man” with “ordinary prudence under the circumstances” would do is
always question of fact, likely to require adjudication in enforcement actions. Clearly a marking of
“gasoline” or “flammable when wet” on a shipment would cause a reasonable man with training in the
recognition of undeclared dangerous goods to have constructive knowledge that dangerous goods may be
present. Items listed in Part 7; 6 (Provisions to Aid Recognition of Undeclared Dangerous Goods) may
also contribute to constructive knowledge. Generally, constructive knowledge can be derived from one
(or a combination) of the following indicia visible upon acceptance: Transport documentation, markings,
labels, placards, packagings (including outside containers and overpacks), and the condition of such
packagings. As required in Part 7;1.1.2, operators should “seek confirmation from shippers about the
contents of any item of cargo where there are suspicions that it may contain dangerous goods”.

1.8 When a State certificates an air carrier to operate, the operator accepts responsibility to
operate not only safely, but in highest degree of care. This degree of care triggers civil aviation
administration (CAA) requirements to employ constructive knowledge principles when accepting any
shipment. That is, an air carrier is as responsible for accepting and transporting dangerous goods when
formally declared (actual knowledge) as they are when they a reasonable person trained according to
Part 1;4 of the Technical Instructions “should have known” or “had reason to know” of a dangerous
goods shipment.

1.9 Proposals such as those made at DGP-WG/11 (DGP/23-WP/3 paragraphs 3.2.6 and
3.2.43) also warrant discussion by DGP in terms of the implications for State enforcement. As evident in
paragraph 2, this paper proposes no new language. Therefore, even if States were not to subscribe to
constructive knowledge principles, the regulatory standards already in Annex 18 would permit other
States to hold operators up to this threshold of safety and bring enforcement actions accordingly. In the
United States, constructive knowledge is a legal doctrine. By amending the Technical Instructions to
encompass more than Standards and Recommended Practices, these proposals would encroach upon each
State’s enforcement prerogative, a prerogative Annex 18 clearly reserves for each State. To retain their
enforcement prerogatives, States would be required to file variations, resulting in an even greater burden
for operators to navigate between States acceding to these proposals and those seeking to maintain the
current language in the Technical Instructions as a regulatory standard.
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Appendix A
JOBABJIEHUE A
NPEJJATAEMbINA IEPECMOTP IIOITPABOK, COIJIACOBAHHBIX HA COBEIIIAHUM
DGP-WG/11
YacTtb 7

OBA3AHHOCTU SKCIJTYATAHTA

MnaBsa 1

NOPALOOK NMPUEMKU

1.3 NMPUEMOYHASA NPOBEPKA

1.3.1 OkcnnyaTaHT He OOIMKEH NPUHUMAaTL K NepeBo3ke Ha OOpPTYy BO3QYLUHOrO CyAHa rpy30BOe MECTO MMM BHELLHIO
ynakoBKy, CoAepXaLlyme onacHble rpy3bl, UM rpy30BON KOHTENHEP, CodepKalluii paanoaKkTUBHBIN MaTepuan, Unn cpeacTso
nakeTVpoBaHWA rPy30B, WM MOAAOCH APYroro Tuna, CopepxaliuMe onacHble rpysbl, kak 3To onucaHo B n. 1.4, ecnu
3KCMNyaTaHT NOCPeACTBOM MCMOSb30BAHNSA KOHTPONBHOIO NEPEYHs NPOBEPKM HE NPOBEPU CrieaytoLLee:

Uckniouums cnoBa "[IIpy BO3MOXKHOCTA BU3YAJIBHOTO OCMOTpa]" (KOTOpBIE OBLIM MPENOkKEeHBI Ha
cosemtannu DGP-WG/11 (em. 1. 2.3.43 nokymenra DGP/23-WP/3)

g) BHELHUIA YNaKoBOYHbIA KOMMNIEKT KOMOWHVMPOBAHHOIO rpy30BOr0 MecTa Wnu OTAEfbHbIA YNakoBOYHbIN KOMMOIEKT

Jonyckaetca MNpUMEHUMOWN WHCTPYKUMEeN M0 yNakoBbiBAHWIO U  [Ap#—BO3MENHOET—BU3YaRbHOFO—o6eMOTPal
COOTBETCTBYET TUMYy, YKasaHHOMY B COMPOBOAWTENbHOM [OKYMEHTE MepeBO3KM OMNacHbIX [Py3oB, W €ero
UCMOMb30BaHMe JOMyCcKaeTCsl MPUMEHVMOW UHCTPYKLUMEN NO YNaKoBbIBAHUIO;

YacTb 1

OBLUME MOJNTOXEHUA

aBa 3

MHO®OPMALINA OBLLEIO XAPAKTEPA

3.1 ONPEAENEHUA

'

HUcknrouums onpeneiaeHus: TEPMUHOB "HENPaBUIBHO 3al€KJIapUPOBaHHbIE" U "He3aJaeKIapupOBaHHBIC'
omnacHsIe Tpy3Hl (petoxkernslie Ha copemann DGP-WG/11) (em. . 3.2.6 moxkymenta DGP/23-WP/3)
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