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CHARTERED INSTITUTE OF LOGISTICS AND TRANSPORT IN IRELAND 

 

PRINCIPAL MARKER'S REPORT FORM 

 

DANGEROUS GOODS SAFETY ADVISER EXAMINATION 

 

 

SUBJECT:   PAPER 1 

 

 

EXAMINATION DATE: 25th November 2020 

 

 
 

No Attempting Examination:  35 
 

No Passing Examination:   24 

 

% Pass Rate: 70.59%             
  

Average Mark  36.20               

 

 
 

A. General Comments 
 

• The number of passes and the pass rate has dropped somewhat from the March 2020 results, 

the last diet of exams before the COVID 19 restrictions started to disrupt the DGSA exams.  

In March the pass rate was 87.50% and the average mark was 39.97.    I have no immediate 

thoughts as to why the pass rate and average mark have dropped unless, maybe, because of 

the COVID 19 situation candidates were not able to prepare themselves for the exams as 

would have been possible pre-COVID 19. 

• As far as the drop in the average mark is concerned, those who passed seemed to score quite 

highly whereas those who failed, regrettably, tended to fail quite badly thereby dragging 

down the average. 

• No one scored 100% though three candidates scored more than 90% and 11 scored more than 

80%. 

• I remind candidates that tunnel codes should be written in brackets 

• More significantly, I remind candidates that Packing Groups are always written in Roman 

Numerals, not Arabic style numbers.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  



2 of 5 
 

B. Comments on Individual Questions 

Please make comments as appropriate for each question. 

 

Q1. This was a two-part question, each in two subparts, all concerning the classification 

process for gases.   In the first subpart, given the datum which was borderline on being 

classified as a gas, I expected candidates to conclude that the substance concerned would 

not need to be classified as a gas but e.g. as liquid producing vapour but not enough 

pressure from the vapour to case a Class 2 classification.  17% of candidates either could 

not attempt this first subpart or falsely said the substance had to be classified as a gas. 

 

 In the second subpart, the datum given in the question clearly indicated that the substance 

needed to be classified as a gas.   A similar 17% of candidates (though not the same 17%) 

could not attempt this second subpart. 

 

  In the third subpart, candidates were asked to determine whether a gas should be 

classified as toxic or flammable or both.   The answer was, of course, both.   I expected 

candidates to use the data provided to work out whether the properties of the gas meant it 

fell into both classifications.   No less than 40% of candidates failed to demonstrate from 

the data provided (LC50 and explosive range) that it qualified as both and therefore lost 

marks.    Most seemed to be able to work out that the toxic classification surpassed the 

flammable gas classification and found classification code TF as required by the fourth 

subpart.   14% of candidates could not attempt any of the third and fourth parts.   Some 

gave the wrong classification code (TFC, TOC, FC). 

 

 Q2. This question was in two parts.   In the first part candidates were shown the “no 

stacking” sign used on non-stackable IBCs.    Everyone seemed to recognise what it was 

easily enough.    

 

 In the second part, it was supposed that as the DGSA for the company you witnessed 

non-stackable IBCs leaving on a vehicle double stacked and what you should do about it.   

The answer was obvious; of course, take steps to stop it as more or less everyone said. 

 

Q3. This was a question about a rare situation where dangerous goods can be dispatched 

unpackaged.    It required candidates to discover that for the UN number concerned, 

Special Packing Provision PP7 whose meaning could be determined by consulting 

Packing Instruction P002.    Those who made this discovery made light work of the 

question.    Those who did not struggled.    Some tried a route through Limited Quantities 

but that was never going to work given the way the question was set out.   Others tried a 

route through the small load exemptions but that also was a route to disaster.     

Strangely, 23% of candidates attempted a solution from Special Provision 383 which 

only concerns table tennis balls.   A further 14% of candidates could not even attempt this 

question. 

 

Q4. This question was an extensive question about an international delivery into Ireland of a 

substance so that it could be repacked for further distribution.   In the first part, 

candidates were asked to provide the entry for the dangerous goods concerned on the 

ADR transport document.   This was well answered on the whole, but a few candidates 

got the wrong tunnel code.    
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 In the second part, in three subparts, candidates were asked to say what quantity limits 

would apply if the substance were repacked so as to fall within the Limited Quantities 

allowances.  On the whole this second part was not well answered.    In the first subpart, 

the details I was looking for were that the inner packaging’s should not be more than 5 

litres and, as to be packed in shrink-wrapped trays, the trays should not weigh more than 

20 kg.   Two candidates thought that the question was about overpacks which was not the 

case.  Two persons also attempted a solution via the Excepted Quantities route which was 

inappropriate.   For one thing, Excepted Quantities are not authorised for packing in 

shrink-wrapped trays.    11% of candidates could not attempt any of the three subparts.   

 

 With respect to the two quantity limits, 17% of candidates did not mention the 5 litres 

limit whilst a similar 17% of other candidates did not state the 20 kg limit for the trays or 

gave the incorrect 30 kg limit. 

 

 In the second subpart candidates were asked why the trays did not need to be UN 

certified.   I have set questions of this kind before.   The way to do it is to note that in 

3.4.1 (d) gives the parts of Chapter 4.1 applicable to Limited Quantities.   The key part of 

the list given there is that 4.1.1.3 of that chapter is not applied to packaging’s intended to 

contain Limited Quantities.    I wanted this approach clearly stated to solving the 

question.   I am sorry to say but there was 100% failure in that no one mentioned that 

4.1.1.3 was disapplied to Limited Quantities. 

 

 In the third part an alternative packing method was proposed using Light Gauge Metal 

Packaging’s (e.g. paint tins with press on lids).    These can be certified as RID/ADR 

packaging’s instead of full UN certified packaging’s.    There are reduced prototype 

testing requirements for the use of these packaging’s.    Candidates were asked for the 

drop height test level for these packaging’s.    The packaging’s had a “Y” in the code 

meaning that they were certified for both Packing Group II and Packing Group III in turn 

meaning that they would have had to have been tested with a drop test of 0.6 m (see 

6.1.5.3.5 (c) (i).   The fact that the substance with which they were intended to be filled 

belonged to Packing Group III had no bearing on the question.   The dominant factor was 

the “Y” in the code meaning that although they were going to be filled with a Packing 

Group III substance they could also be used for substances of Packing Group II.   This 

question was badly answered.     

 

 40% of candidate gave the drop height test requirement as either 1.8 metres, 1.2 metres or 

0.8 metres (i.e. the test heights for normal UN certified packaging’s) which was were 

wrong.   A further 17% said 0.4 metres, presumably basing their answer on the Packing 

Group of the actual substance leaving a remaining 14% of candidates who could not even 

attempt this question. 

 

Q5.   This question took candidates into the domestic regulations to look for an exemption for 

the continued use of old pressure receptacles.   The solution could be derived from 

Regulation 55 of CDGR.   Those who realised this seemed to have had no difficulty in 

finding the exemption (even if this took a bit of time).   However 31% of candidates 

either could not do the question or tried an ADR solution which was not what was 

needed.  
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Q6. A short question on the placarding of freight containers used for the transport of 

packaged dangerous goods, it presented little difficulty to the vast majority of candidates. 

 

Q7. This was a three part question on the inspection and testing of UN portable tanks.   The 

first two parts, concerning the intervals between periodic inspection and tests was mostly 

well answered.   I wanted 5 years, not 2.5 years which is the interval for the intermediate 

periodic inspection and tests.   14% of candidates gave the 2.5 interval alone which was 

not what was wanted.   In the second part, candidates were required to find and use the 

table at 4.2.5.2.5, the so-called tank hierarchy table to see whether a portable tank with 

a certain higher T-code could be used as a substitute for the lower T-code given in the 

Dangerous Goods List for the substance concerned.   Most got this right, too. 

 

 It was in the final subpart that candidates came unstuck.  Candidates were asked about 

the intervals required between inspections of the pressure relief devices on UN portable 

tanks used for the transport of corrosives which, of course, is annually as specified at 

4.2.1.1.17.1 of Chapter 4.2 of the ADR.   I would advise acting DGSAs involved with 

UN portable tanks where the transport of corrosive liquids and solids are concerned to 

ensure these checks are being carried out as there has been enforcement action on this 

point in some countries in recent times.   No less than 71% of candidates got this 

wrong, either because they could not attempt it or because they defaulted to the 2.5 and 

5 year testing regime for portable tanks.  
 
Q8. This was a routine question about the prohibition in ADR to carry passengers on vehicles 

laden with dangerous goods.  It was well answered on the whole though I did look for the 

reference to 8.3.4 for complete answers. 

 

Q9. This question was a two part question about the definition of self-reactive substances of 

Class 4.1 and infectious substances of Class 6.2.    A few struggled with the first part, for 

example, giving the definition of self-heating substances of Class 4.2 instead.  A few 

more struggled with the second part, too. 

 

Q10.  The final question was about the marks and labels to applied to 25 litre drums of a given 

substance which was also said to be dangerous for the aquatic environment.   One 

candidate attempted the question from Chapter 5.3 which was not relevant to the 

question, three forgot the need for the environmentally hazardous mark and one forgot to 

mention the subsidiary danger label. 

 

 

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. 

 


