PROTOCOL MAINTENANCE REQUEST FORM

distributing confidence, worldwide.

This form is to be submitted when proposing a technical revision, reaffirmation or withdrawal of an existing ISTA
Test Procedure or Project. Supporting documentation can be submitted with this form. The submission will be
handled according to the ISTA Technical Division Operating Guide.

This form only relates to technical changes to existing procedures or projects. For new test project proposals use
the New Test Protocol Request Form).

IMPORTANT NOTE: Submissions without adequate information and justification risk rejection or referral back to
the originator.

Modification of: ||STA 3E Version Date:|2017 Revision Date: |2022 |
Submitted by:[Tiago Dantas Submittal Date: {2025, Jan 24th |
Company:(CETEA-ITAL E-Mail

[CIshipper [Ishipper Lab [Jcarrier [_]Carrier Lab [_]Supplier []Supplier Lab [0]independent Test Lab
ISTA Member ID:

How would you characterize your proposed modification? Please check only one item.

[[o | critical and needs immediate consideration
[_]Docket for next Testing Council meeting

[Iconsider for next revision

FOR TECHNICAL CHANGES
General Description of Suggested Change:

Compression test - apply-and-release formula. The actual formula is {{Wt x (S - 1) + (Wt /
L)x(L-21)]xF-[(Wt/L)x(L-1)]}x1,4. The suggeste formulais {{Wtx (S-1)+ (Wt/L)
Xx(L-1)]xFx1,4}-[(Wt/L)x(L-1)].

Basis for Suggestion (Issue with Present Content of Protocol, Better Simulation, etc.):

My questioning is about the time compensation factor in "apply and release" equation. | think it should be applied to the whole calculated load. For example, in an unitized load of 500 kg with 5 layers, considering S=2 and F=3, the actual equation results in a compression load o



ehiser@ista.org
Text Box
Compression test - apply-and-release formula. The actual formula is {[Wt x (S - 1) + (Wt / L) x (L - 1)] x F - [(Wt / L) x (L - 1)]} x 1,4. The suggeste formula is {[Wt x (S - 1) + (Wt / L) x (L - 1)] x F x 1,4} - [(Wt / L) x (L - 1)].  


Present Wording and/or Graphics (if applicable):

Proposed Wording and/or Graphics (if applicable):

SUBMIT TO ISTA, Attention Technical Division:
1400 Abbot Road, Suite 160
East Lansing, Ml 48823-1900
Ph. 1517.333.3437 Fax 1517.333.3813
www.ista.org  mailto:ista@ista.org
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PROTOCOL MAINTENANCE REQUEST FORM

distributing confidence, worldwide.

This form is to be submitted when proposing a technical revision, reaffirmation or withdrawal of an existing ISTA
Test Procedure or Project. Supporting documentation can be submitted with this form. The submission will be
handled according to the ISTA Technical Division Operating Guide.

This form only relates to technical changes to existing procedures or projects. For new test project proposals use
the New Test Protocol Request Form).

IMPORTANT NOTE: Submissions without adequate information and justification risk rejection or referral back to
the originator.

Modification of: ||STA 3E Version Date:|2017 Revision Date:l |
Submitted by:|Michael Kuebler Submittal Date: {4/10/25 |
Company:{Smithers E-Mail

[Ishipper [IShipper Lab [JCarrier [_]Carrier Lab [_]Supplier []Supplier Lab [0]independent Test Lab
ISTA Member ID:

How would you characterize your proposed modification? Please check only one item.

|:|Critical and needs immediate consideration
[0 ]Docket for next Testing Council meeting

[IConsider for next revision

FOR TECHNICAL CHANGES
General Description of Suggested Change:

It is requested to make some editorial changes to align with the newly approved ISTA 3H and to offer more flexibility when executing (no
specific order of impacts and drops; just do all sides).

In addition, it is requested to adjust the compression testing to align with newly approved ISTA 3H. The proposed changes are also similar
to ASTM and 3E-2014. Basically, the idea is to simplify by removing the layers count from the calculation and making the pallet applicator
optional.

The layers in the calculation allows you to apply the safety factor to weight that is on the bottom layer of the Test Unit / Unit Load.

Basis for Suggestion (Issue with Present Content of Protocol, Better Simulation, etc.):

The 2017 change of 3E was made without documentation that the 2014 formula was not promptly predicting field results (i.e. under
testing). There were no documented failures occurring in the field (after passing testing). Since the change, multiple members / clients
have complained that packs are failing in the lab now but passing the field. The 2017 change essentially was an increase to the testing
level (and it doesn't seem like increasing was needed).

Although useful in investigatory testing, using a second pallet as a load applicator can introduce variability issues (especially with designs
that include perforations). The load applicator is realistic in the field but using it with the safety factor and compensation factor in the lab
creates a potential for false failures.

Results from ASTM or other standard compression testing supports the idea that increasing the intensity of this test (using layers in the
calculation and apply load through pallet) is not needed. It is creating complexity, confusion and situations where over packaging is likely.
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Present Wording and/or Graphics (if applicable):

See tracked changes.

Proposed Wording and/or Graphics (if applicable):

See tracked changes.

SUBMIT TO ISTA, Attention Technical Division:
1400 Abbot Road, Suite 160
East Lansing, M| 48823-1900
Ph. 1 517.333.3437 Fax 1 517.333.3813
www.ista.org mailto:ista@ista.org
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In addition, it is requested to adjust the compression testing to align with newly approved ISTA 3H.  The proposed changes are also similar to ASTM and 3E-2014.  Basically, the idea is to simplify by removing the layers count from the calculation and making the pallet applicator optional.  

The layers in the calculation allows you to apply the safety factor to weight that is on the bottom layer of the Test Unit / Unit Load.  


	Text10: The 2017 change of 3E was made without documentation that the 2014 formula was not promptly predicting field results (i.e. under testing).  There were no documented failures occurring in the field (after passing testing).  Since the change, multiple members / clients have complained that packs are failing in the lab now but passing the field.  The 2017 change essentially was an increase to the testing level (and it doesn't seem like increasing was needed).  

Although useful in investigatory testing, using a second pallet as a load applicator can introduce variability issues (especially with designs that include perforations).  The load applicator is realistic in the field but using it with the safety factor and compensation factor in the lab creates a potential for false failures.

Results from ASTM or other standard compression testing supports the idea that increasing the intensity of this test (using layers in the calculation and apply load through pallet) is not needed.  It is creating complexity, confusion and situations where over packaging is likely.
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