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A. General Comments 
 

 A good set of results on the whole with a high average mark.    No one quite managed a 

100% score but    scored 90% or more. 

 

 As I continue to say, candidates must show adequate use of chemical data in questions where 

the use of data of this kind to reach their answers is required.    I reserve the right to deduct 

marks where this is not the case.    I can report that the number of candidates showing this 

weakness was not as bad as on previous occasions.   I hope this improvement continues. 
 

B. Comments on Individual Questions 

Please make comments as appropriate for each question. 

 

Q1. This was a two part question concerning the classification of a solid with two LD50 test 

results in the first part.     The data suggested two different Packing Groups within Class 

6.1 and candidates were asked to determine these and to say which one came out on top.    

Most candidates did well on this first part.    2.2.61.1.7.1 was a key reference for answers 

to this question.   18% of candidates did not quote this reference.    A further 7% of 

candidates could not attempt this question at all. 

 

 In the second part, the solid had been dissolved in a flammable solvent.   Candidates were 

asked to reclassify the product assuming that the acute toxicity effects remained 

unaltered.   A few candidates determined the wrong Packing Group for the flammable 

liquid danger and so got a wrong answer when they used the Table of Precedence 

otherwise apart from those who felt unable to attempt the question it was reasonably well 

answered. 
 

Q2. This question was also in two parts.   The first required candidates to state the class, UN 

number, classification code and Packing Group of a substance from the data and other 

information provided.   The key point was that the UN number should have been UN 

1300.   27% of candidates got this wrong and chose some other UN number such as UN 

1993, UN 1299 and even UN 1263. 



 In the second part required candidates were asked to say whether the UN number UN 

1210 PRINTING INK RELATED MATERIAL  could be used instead of UN 1300.   The 

correct answer was no because of what Special Provision (SP) 163 states.   On this 

occasion it is easier for me to say how many got it correct – JUST SEVEN!    A few 

more reasoned it out from first principles using the principles set out in Chapter 2.1.   

These results were tolerated.    

 

 A number of candidates resorted to answers from Special Provision 367 which was 

inappropriate and incorrect on this occasion.    This Special Provision applies e.g. when 

both flammable printing ink and flammable thinners are placed in the same box.    Had 

this been the case, we would have said so in the question.     

 

 I have set this kind of question before so I repeat my call to trainers to ensure candidates 

are well versed in the Special Provisions of Chapter 3.3. 

 

Q3. This question concerned the UN certification code a flexible IBC.    It was well answered 

on the whole though 31% of candidates left out the key word “flexible” from their 

explanations of the term “13L2” in the code. 

 

 One solitary person said that the “DK” part of the code indicating the country whose 

competent authority had approved the IBCs was for the country of manufacture.    

Candidates should be aware that it is possible for the prototype tests for a dangerous 

goods packaging might be carried out in one country, the results of the tests be submitted 

to the competent authority of a second country and actual manufacture of the packaging 

take place in a third country. 

 

Q4. Candidates were asked to say what classes two types of dangerous goods belong to.    

Similar questions have been set before but this time the first part concerned a newly 

defined type of dangerous goods introduced into the international transport regulations 

from 01.01.2017 i.e. substances liable to undergo a dangerous polymerisation reaction 

which do not belong to other classes.  

  
The new rules for their classification may be found at 2.2.41.1.20.    For me this change 

in the regulations from 01.01.2017 is one of the most significant changes this year.    

These substances have been included in Class 4.1.    I urge trainers to get to grips with 

the chemistry of polymerisation reactions, to form an understanding of the dangers 

which may ensue if a dangerous polymerisation reaction starts, the conditions which 

should be applied in transport to reduce the risk of these reactions starting (use of a 

suitable inhibitor or temperature control below the SAPT) and e.g. to illustrate the 

dangers associated with dangerous polymerisation using the report of the fire on board 

a vessel called the Flammina in 2012 off the south-west coast of England (at the time of 

the Olympic Games). 

 

The actual words of the question were taken directly from 2.2.41.1.20.    Nevertheless, 

no less than 62% of candidates thought that these substances belonged to one or other 

of the classification codes of Class 9.    A further 13% of candidates could not even 

attempt this question representing all in all one of the main causes why no one achieved 

full marks on this paper. 

 

Few candidates had any difficulty with the second part of this question. 



 

Q5. This was a two part question on Limited Quantities aerosols.    The first short part 

candidates were asked to determine the classification code for the aerosols which should 

have been “5F”    This was well answered on the whole     

 

 In the second part, candidates were asked to determine whether the aerosols could be 

transported under the Limited Quantities provisions.    Most candidates worked out that 

this could be the case if they were less than 1 litre capacity which they were.    I would 

have liked candidates to be a bit more positive in their conclusions by saying that at 0.400 

litres capacity the aerosol cans were well within the 1 litre limit.    Nevertheless this was 

handled better than on previous occasions when similar questions have been used. 

 

 One person thought that 0.400 litres of the capacity of the aerosols was actually 0.040 

litres and tried to use the exemption for aerosols <0.050 litres capacity which was wrong. 

 

 It was proposed in the question to transport the aerosol cans in trays.    If shrink-wrapped 

or stretch-wrapped trays are used, there is a maximum permitted gross mass for the trays 

of 20 kg.    16% gave the incorrect answer of 30 kg which applies when e.g. boxes are 

used as the outer packaging.     A further 11% of candidates did not give any value for the 

maximum permitted gross mass.     

 

 Trainers should emphasise that for Limited Quantities there are two quantity limits, the 

maximum permitted mass or capacity of the inner packagings (in this case the aerosol 

cans) and the outer packaging.   It should be stressed that the use of the Limited 

Quantities exemptions is predicated on there being two layers of packaging forming a 

“combination packaging”.  

 

 Q6. This was a three part question.   In the first part candidates were asked to determine what 

UN portable tank code applied to goods of a particular UN number.     The second part 

concerned the RID/ADR tank code allocated to another substance and the third about one 

of the RID/ADR tank provisions which applied to tanks for the substance concerned.    

 

 One person gave an RID/ADR tank code for the UN portable tank otherwise all three 

parts were well answered on the whole.     

  
 

Q7. This was a question about the meaning of one of the Special Provisions in Chapter 3.3.    

Hardly a candidate had any difficulty with it.  
 

Q8. In this question about the options for packing a particular deeply refrigerated gas 

candidates were firstly asked to determine which Packing Instruction applied to a 

particular gas.    Virtually everyone got this right. 

 

 In the second part candidates were asked to state whether the gas could be transported in 

open cryogenic receptacles.   In contrast to when similar questions have been set in the 

past, most got this more important (in terms of number of marks) correct.   It required 

candidates to work on the second part of the Packing Instruction P203.    Whilst not 

absolutely essential to the answer I would have liked candidates to have mentioned that 

the use of these receptacles is allowed for gases with the classification code 3A, the 

classification code of the gas in the question.    

 



Q9. This was a two part question about Dangerous Goods Safety Advisors (DGSAs).   In 

the first part candidates were asked about the kinds of undertakings required to appoint 

a Dangerous Goods Safety Advisor (DGSA).   The answer is found in 1.8.3.1 of ADR.    

Most got it right.     

 

 In the second part, candidates were asked what the fixed penalty offence number is for a 

DGSA who failed to produce an annual report.    It required candidates to consult 

Schedule 2 of the 2013 CDGR amending regulations though solutions from the same 

schedule number in the 2011 principal regulations were tolerated.    The question was not 

as well answered as on previous occasions when a similar question was asked. M  

Candidates should have given the offence number which was No. 48 (2013 amending 

regulations (or No. 52 if using the 2011 regulations).    No less than 49% of candidates 

gave the fixed penalty amount which was not what was asked for albeit that one or two 

gave both the offence number and the amount of the fixed penalty. 

 

Q10. In this final question, candidates were required to consult the extensive glossary of terms 

used in connection with Class 1 explosives in 2.2.1.4.    Those who found it seemed to 

have no trouble answering but 20.0% of candidates either could not do it or proffered 

some other incorrect solution.  
 

C. Comments on Candidates' Performance (include identification of any gaps in 

knowledge\areas of weakness) 
 

Any comments appear above. 
 

D. Comments on the Marking Process 
 

None. 
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