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Introduction 
 
1.  CEFIC would like to point out that the proposed changes in Chapter 2.8 will cause an 
unjustified increase of restrictions for the transport of dangerous goods without noticeable safety 
benefits. 
 
2. Moreover, it should be noticed that the current classification criteria of GHS are still 
under discussion as the programme of work for the GHS Sub-Committee for the biennium 2009-
2010 includes the following items (see UN/SCEGHS/18/INF.3). 
 

– Editorially revise GHS Chapters 3.2 and 3.3 to improve clarify and enhance user-
friendliness in the application of the criteria; 

 
– Examine whether particular criteria need further alignment/adjustment with 

respect to the internal consistency of Chapters 3.2 and 3.3 and develop proposals 
for any minor necessary amendments; 

 
3. Even if these are only editorial changes, they may have an impact on the interpretation of 
the text. The TDG Sub-Committee should wait for this final revision before deciding on the NL 
proposal. 
 
General comments 
 
4.  The objectives and protection targets of the transport and supply/use sectors show 
differences and their existence should not be denied. 
 
5. At present UN GHS, as known, is not yet implemented globally and sufficient experience 
is missing. There are serious discrepancies between unvalidated classifications which are 
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overruled by measures like national substance lists or a building block approach. Many countries 
did not implement GHS yet. In countries, which have already established GHS-based national 
legislation, varying approaches are in a testing process, which again may lead to more 
discrepancies. In the EU, REACH/CLP will also have an impact on classifications in the near 
future. 
 
6.  Especially in cases where GHS does not distinguish between 1A, 1B or 1C, industry sees 
major problems using the proposed approach. This e.g. is the case for extreme pH-values linked 
to category 1, which covers all 3 packing groups, i.e. I, II, and III. Therefore, this approach is not 
helpful though the pH-value may give an indication for the degree of danger. However in many 
cases the pH-value is not a scientifically founded classification criterion (see also 
ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2009/50 and ST/SG/AC.10/C.3/2009/49, which are both supported by the 
chemical industry). 
 
Example:  
 
Household multi -purpose descaler 

Classified ingredients:   
> 10 - < 20% Citric acid        EU: Xi, R36;  GHS skin: Cat.2 (irritant) 
< 5 % Non-ionic surfactants  EU: Xi, R36/38;  GHS skin: - 
Physical state: liquid (aqueous solution) 
pH-value: 1,5 
Current classification for the mixture EU: - 

 
7. According the decision logic: GHS skin Cat.1 � TDG class 8, PG I (PG I because of the 
lack of differentiation between 1A, 1B, 1C in the classification based on the pH-value). 
 
8. Even if there were valid in vitro test data available, the pH-value would overwrite this 
information, according to table 3.2.1 of the GHS. 
 
9.  This example clearly shows that the classification will become too severe or that 
unnecessary test efforts will be required for many substances and mixtures. Due to the lacking 
1A, 1B or 1C subdivisions, PG I might have to be applied without further testing. But PG I will 
have very severe consequences for most products e.g. no possibility of use of IBC, very small 
packing in air transport, prohibition for passenger aircraft, strong storage conditions, no 
acceptance in the market. These consequences are in conflict with the fact that most of these 
classifications are not reflecting the real hazard potential and offer no increase in safety. As a 
further example for the practical impact of this issue a newly released SDS for a household 
cleaner can be found in the annexed document. This product does not contain any corrosive 
component but it was classified as R 35 due to an extreme pH. As a consequence the transport 
classification is Class 8 PG II, showing a non corrosive hazard inducer. Herewith attention is 
drawn to a problem, which will become more common if companies choose the worst-case for 
classifications in order to avoid additional testing.   
 
10.  CEFIC already presented UN/SCETDG/35/INF. 33 at the previous meeting of the Sub-
Committee, providing an alternative proposal to integrate the extreme pH-value criterion into the 
transport regulations in an appropriate way. This document should be taken into account in the 
discussion. 
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11.  Another issue is that criteria taken from GHS need to be translated into the “language of 
transport”, e.g. categories (e.g. 1A, 1B, 1C) into packing groups (I, II, III). Hazard classes in 
GHS (Part 2, 3, 4) vary from hazard classes in transport (class 1 – 9). If the transport 
classification by type of hazard is obscured, even trained personnel will get confused and this is 
likely to decrease transport safety. Today there is a well-known global system established which 
gives easy and clear advice to all persons engaged in the transport of dangerous goods. As 
training is mandatory for all these persons, which means millions of people world-wide, any 
unjustified change of the current system might cause a loss of safety due to irritation and 
confusion, especially in those countries, where GHS has not been implemented yet. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
12.  In principle, the chemical industry welcomes a harmonised classification system, but at 
this point in time, where only few experiences with the new GHS classification system exist, it 
seems to be too early to consider the across the board adoption of  all GHS classification criteria 
for transport. Each criterion should be carefully checked whether it is applicable for transport. 
When more countries will have introduced GHS and a broader understanding and knowledge 
regarding the classification according to GHS is available, only then should a decision be taken 
regarding transport regulations. The current introduction of GHS shows that there are many 
country specific issues, which still need to be looked at (e.g. list of chemicals with legally 
binding or not legally binding classifications vs self classification).  
 
13.  The registration according to REACH in Europe is another aspect. The new inventory 
will include more chemicals and thus provide more data, which may allow for more harmonised 
classifications.  
 
14. Summary: before the UN TDG criteria for class 8 are further harmonized with GHS, as 
proposed by the NL, all the resulting consequences for the transport operations (transport 
prohibitions or changes to operational requirements/types of containment, etc.) need to be 
carefully examined to avoid unnecessary changes or restrictions and therefore we welcome the 
proposal made by the Netherlands in their INF.17. 
    

________________ 














