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A. General Comments 
 

A remarkable set of results given the number of candidates which was high.   Congratulations to 

the three candidates who scored 100%. 

 

Candidates should clearly understand the difference between “marks” which go on packages and 

“labels” which go on packages.    The sign for Limited Quantities, for example, is not a “label” 

but a “mark”. 

 

B. Comments on Individual Questions 

Please make comments as appropriate for each question. 

 

Q1. This was a two part question.   In the first part candidates were given chemical data and 

asked to classify the product and, in particular to determine its ADR classification code.   

Most candidates got the classification and packing group correct but 19% got the 

classification code wrong which should have been C5. 

 

 In the second part, candidates were told that a diluted solution of the same product did 

not affect skin but did cause wasting of metal.    Virtually everyone worked out that the 

substance remained in Class 8 but that the packing group had changed to PG III. 
 

Q2. This question, also in two parts required candidates say whether a given substance could 

be transported in non-certified boxes.    Most gave the first limit which would allow this 

to happen i.e. the maximum allowed for the inner packagings of 1 litre but 32.5% of 

candidates failed to mention the second restriction i.e. that the boxes must not weigh 

more than 30 kg. 

 

 In the second part, candidates were asked to state what marks and labels if any of each 

were required on the boxes including any relevant dimensions.    27% of candidates did 



not say positively that no dangerous goods labels were required (or even said they were 

when this is not necessary).  46% of candidates did not give all the dimensions of the 

Limited Quantities mark.   Some gave none at all failing to answer this aspect of the 

question whilst many did not state the minimum width of the line connecting the top and 

bottom halves of this mark.     Another 42% of candidates did not say that the double-

arrow orientation mark was needed on two opposite sides of the boxes. 
 

Q3. The first part of this question asked candidates to work out whether the mixed packing of 

two substances was allowed.    It was well answered on the whole though one could wish 

that candidates would add 2 + 4 = 6 for the number of inners required.   A few candidates 

got the wrong UN number for one of the substances.   It should have been UN 2318 

instead of UN 2949 [read the question properly!].    11.5% of candidates got the number 

of required inners wrong. 

 

 The second part concerning an additional restriction on the mixed packing i.e. that the 

two substances must not react dangerously with each other was also well answered.   

11.5% of candidates got this wrong, however. 

 

 In the third part of this question candidates were asked to say what marks and labels 

should appear on the box containing the two substances.     Most stated the two UN 

numbers and the two labels which were required but 19% forgot that as one of the two 

substances was a liquid, the double-arrow orientation mark was needed on two opposite 

sides. 

 

Q4. This was a question about the exemptions for lithium batteries.    Most candidates 

discovered that if the conditions laid down in Special Provision 188 were complied with 

they could be exempted from the ADR.    However I did expect candidates to specifically 

say that the two conditions for this to happen had been met i.e. that the Lithium metal 

content was within the limit as were the watt-hours of the batteries in the question within 

the limits.    I did expect a full explanation of all this for full marks.   27% of candidates 

did not go far enough in their explanations. 
 

Q5. This was a two part question the first of which was in two sub-parts.   In the first sub-

part, candidates were asked to name the Proper Shipping Name (PSN) and packing group 

of the substance identified by its UN number only as well (in the second sub-part) to say 

whether the substance counted as a High Consequence Dangerous Good (HCDG) for 

security purposes.   Most got both subparts correct but one or two mis-read the meaning 

of the figure “0” in the table of HCDG in Chapter 1.10 of ADR thinking the opposite to 

what it means – no exemption for any quantity being the correct interpretation of the 

table. 

 

 In the second part, a situation was posed which candidates needed to recognise as an 

overpack situation.    Most recognised the question for what it was and told me that the 

word “OVERPACK” had to be marked on it.    However 19.5% of candidates did not tell 

me the minimum dimension of the letters forming this word.     

 

 The word “OVERPACK” is required to be in specific languages.    I asked candidates to 

draw a conclusion about this.    What I meant was that I wanted candidates actually to 

name the language of the forwarding country in which it should have been written i.e. 

Italian.   34.5% of candidates did not specifically say this.   A few thought that the 

language should be Swedish, the language of the destination country.    This was the 



country to which the goods were forwarded, not the forwarding country. 

 

 38.5% of candidates failed to notice that the subsidiary risk label of the substance in the 

question was missing. 

 

Q6. Question 6 was a two part question on the packing rules for gases.    Candidates were 

asked to state the Packing Instruction for the gas concerned and then to say which of four 

possible containments could be used for it (in fact all four were allowed).    The question 

seemed to pose little or no difficulty for any candidate. 
 

Q7. This was a short question about an additional detail which needed to be inscribed on the 

ADR transport document i.e. the word “HOT”.    Many got it right but 21% of candidates 

gave the answer the control and emergency temperatures which in this case was 

incorrect. 

 
 

Q8. Candidates were asked to name the regulations applying to the transport of dangerous 

goods by air – the ICAO Technical Instructions.    Remarkably no one said the IATA 

Dangerous Goods Regulations which, had they done so, would have been marked wrong. 

 

Q9 This was another short question about Class 6.2 provisions.    Most got it right giving an 

answer based on UN 3373 though occasionally one or other of the other UN numbers in 

Class 6.2 were mistakenly proffered. 
 

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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