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A. General Comments 

 

A reasonable set of results. Congratulations to the two candidates who scored 100%.   One or 

two more came close.   Nevertheless I cannot help wondering whether some candidates applying 

to sit these exams are not really up to it or do not work hard enough at learning the ADR. 

 

Candidates had a choice of four case studies.      These concerned: 

  

- International transport of a pressure liquefied gas in UN portable tanks 

- the domestic transport of janitorial type products in packages 

- the international transport of a consignment consisting of four different dangerous 

goods 

- the domestic transport of blasting explosives in a Mobile Explosives 

Manufacturing Unit. 

 

31% of candidates chose the first, an equal number chose the second, 27% of candidates chose 

the second, and 10% of candidates chose the fourth.    Average marks were 23.80 for the first, 

31.53 for the second and 23.46 for the third whilst the average mark for the fourth was 30.00 

 

A few reminders: 

 

 I ask that candidates become familiar with the small load exemptions of 1.1.3.6 of 

Chapter 1.1 of ADR and how to recognise questions which may concern these 

exemptions 

 Candidates must always endeavour to give the fullest answer they can including all 

necessary references. 

 

As is my normal practice, I will just highlight below the major issues insofar as there are any 

concerning the four case studies 

 

 



B. Comments on Individual Questions 

Please make comments as appropriate for each question. 
 

Case Study 1A 

 

This case study was well answered on the whole, with one candidate scoring 100%. 

 

It was important for candidates to realise that the case study concerned T50 UN portable tanks 

which are subject to the construction etc. rules of the 6.7.3 part of Chapter 6.7.    Anyone who 

gave references e.g. from section 6.7.2 for liquids and solids UN portable tanks or from 6.7.4 

deeply refrigerated liquefied gas tanks (T75 or cryogenic UN portable tanks) even if the 

answer was the same were marked wrong on the references.   60% of candidates who took this 

case study made these kinds of mistakes at some point in the case study. 

 

One candidate attempted his/her answers from Chapters 4.3/6.8 which were irrelevant as the 

case study was about UN portable tanks subject to the provisions of Chapter 4.2/6.7.  

 

One of the questions asked whether any additional language(s) were required for the ADR 

transport document.   40% of candidates who took this case study gave the standard rule but 

did not go the last step to say why writing the document in the French languages was enough.   

As I have said time and time again, I expect candidates to apply the rules, show that they can 

think the situations out presented to them and draw conclusions. 

 

One of the questions in this case study concerned the safety obligations of the participants in 

the transport chain set out in Chapter 1.4 of the ADR.    Strange answers were given at times.    

Some thought that either the competent authority, the filler or even the DGSA were responsible 

for ensuring the UN portable tank was approved for and suited to the substance to be carried.   

This is clearly a consignor’s duty. 

 

I found it strange that no less than 73% of the candidates who took this case study could not 

answer correctly a question about the minimum filling requirements of Chapter 4.2 for all UN 

portable tanks.     As the gas in question had to be liquefied to be allowed to be transported in a 

T50 UN portable tank, this brought into play the provisions of 4.2.1.9.6 (a), being < 20% or 

>80% by volume full. 

 

Case Study 1B 

 

A few candidates thought that the UN number for aerosols was UN 2924 or UN 3266 whereas all 

aerosol cans no matter what their contents come under UN 1950.     

 

One person mistook a question about the small load rules of 1.1.3.6.3 otherwise I have little more 

to say about the performance of candidates who took this case study. 

 

-container once lifted from its carrying road vehicle onto a train.    Only one person who took 

this case study worked this out and stated it as a reason to reject the single substance option. 

 

Case Study 1C 

 

The first part of this case study required candidates to identify the special provisions for carriage 

– operations applicable to three of the four substance sot be transported e.g. S2, S4, S9 etc. i.e. 



take from column (19) of the Dangerous Goods List.   54% of candidates who took this case 

study gave answers from column (6) for the general purpose special provisions set out in Chapter 

3.3. 

 

Candidates were asked to say what was wrong with an entry on the ADR transport document for 

one of the four substances to be carried, a Class 6.1 pesticide.   The correct answer was that the 

technical name which should have followed the Proper Shipping Name was missing.   Special 

Provision 61 (+ Special Provision 274) was where the correct answer had to be found.   38.5% of 

candidates got this wrong and gave some other answer or none at all. 

 

Candidates were also asked to name a minimum of three documents which ADR required to be 

present throughout the journey where there was an intervening sea leg between two road mode 

legs before and after the sea crossing.    31% of candidates who took this case study said that the 

Vehicle Packing Certificate was one of these.    Not so.    A study of 5.4.2 of Chapter 5.4 of ADR 

will show that this document, primarily a document required by the IMDG Code for sea transport 

is only required to be presence during the first leg of the journey to a port. 

 

One question concerned the additional miscellaneous equipment required to be carried on 

vehicles e.g. a mask, drain seal, collecting container, shovel.   23% of candidates who took this 

case study gave answers from the main list of items such as wheel chocks etc.   This was not 

what the question asked.    Candidates should have eliminated the Limited Quantities 

consignment, too, as the miscellaneous equipment rules of 8.1.5 of Chapter 8.1 are eliminated – 

see also below. 

 

Another concerned the mixed loading provisions of ADR for consignments of different classes 

and required candidates to consult the table in 7.5.2.1 of Chapter 7.5 of ADR.   15% of 

candidates who took this case study thought it was a mixed packing question rather than a mixed 

loading question.    In answering this question, candidates should have eliminated one of the 

substances from consideration as it was a Limited Quantity and the application of this table for 

Limited Quantities is eliminated in 3.4.1 (g).   Only one candidate who took this case study 

actually did this. 

 

Case Study 1D     

 

This was the least popular case study but only marginally so.   Perhaps it has less terrors in it 

than candidates imagined.   A good, high average mark was attained overall by the candidates 

who took it.   Many of the answers could be found in the relatively short Chapter 4.7 applicable 

to MEMUs. 

 

There was only one part of the case study which really troubled the candidates who took it – 

concerning a rule for the lateral stability of MEMUs.    The answer could be found in Chapter 

9.8.   No one who took this case study got this right. 

 

The Part B Questions 
 

Question 2: This was a three part question, all of the answers being readily discernible from 

Chapter 8.3 of the ADR.   Most got it right but I would have liked some specifically to have 

mentioned that e-cigarettes and the like are included in the no-smoking provisions of this 

chapter.  

 



Question 3: This question in two parts concerned whether a tanker operator was required to 

prepare a High Consequence Dangerous Goods Security Plan in accordance with Chapter 1.10 

of the ADR and then, if so, in part two to list any three subjects which must be covered by 

these plans.   It was well answered on the whole. 

 

Question 4: A somewhat different state of affairs with this question, though, which 

concerned the mandatory training requirements of Chapter 1.3 of the ADR.    17% of 

candidates tried an answer from 8.2.3 of Chapter 8.2 of ADR which was not acceptable as 

8.2.3 is only concerned with the training of drivers who are below the threshold for requiring 

them to hold a full ADR training certificate.   No less than 73% of candidates failed to make 

the link between Chapter 1.3 and Chapter 1.4.   Chapter 1.3 specifically states in 1.3.1 

“Persons employed by the participants referred to in Chapter 1.4….”.    I expected candidates 

to say with clarity that as loaders are one of the types of person specified as having safety 

obligations in Chapter 1.4, the training is mandatory for them.   Marks were lost if the link was 

not made. 

 

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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