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Comparison Study of Life Cycle Assessment for Dangerous Goods Packa-

ging and Intermediate Bulk Container

FENG Zhiie' > HOU Qian' MAO Guo=hu' ZHAO Lin'

(1. Tianjin University Tianjin 300072 China; 2. Tianjin EntryExit Inspection and Quarantine Bureau Tianjin
300201 China)

Abstract: The life cycle of dangerous goods packaging and intermediate bulk container was studied and assessed. Si—
mapro software was used to conduct life cycle analysis of two types of solid dangerous goods packaging-usual packaging
( corrugated boxes) and Intermediate Bulk Container ( fiberboard boxes IBC) and the results were compared with each
other. IBC has obvious advantages over the usual packaging in the comparative analysis of lifecycle including 11 cate—
gories of impact on the environment. Among them the biggest gap is ozone depletion damage only 60% of the usual
packaging while the smallest is the acidification/eutrophication 90% of the usual packaging. IBC has distinct advan—
tages in the transport of large amounts of goods. Under the condition that both IBC and corrugated boxes meet the trans—
portation requirements. IBC should be chosen preferentially for packing transported goods due to its less impact on the
environment.
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