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CHARTERED INSTITUE OF LOGISTICS AND TRANSPORT IN IRELAND 

 

PRINCIPAL MARKER'S REPORT FORM 

 

DANGEROUS GOODS SAFETY ADVISER EXAMINATION 

 
 

 

 

No Attempting Examination:  68 
 

No Passing Examination:   60 

 

% Pass Rate: 88.24%             
  

Average Mark 40.63               

 
 

A. General Comments 
 

• It was pleasing to see the number of candidates returning to pre-COVID 19 levels.   Without a 

fully functioning DGSA, undertakings required to appoint one could otherwise be in difficulty 

to dispatch or carry dangerous goods. 

• A pleasing return, too, to more typical pass rates and average marks. 

• Congratulations to the one person who scored 100% and to the remarkable further 40% of 

candidates who scored 90% or more on what, at times, was a less than straightforward paper. 

• As I have said several times before in these reports, candidates must realise that there are two 

quantity limits for Limited Quantities packages and trays, the maximum allowed for the inner 

packagings and the maximum gross mass of packages (30kg) or trays (20%).    If candidates 

did not work on the 30kg or 20kg in their solutions as well as the inner packaging allowances, 

they will lose marks.    This comment also applies to some of the questions in the case studies 

in Paper 2. 

• Also, candidates must not aggregate the quantities actually in the inner packagings of Limited 

Quantities packages.   Example:   The allowance for inner packagings might be up to 5 litres.   

That is per inner package so if the question states that there are 12 x 0.25 litre inners, you do 

not aggregate this to 3 litres to determine if you are below the inner packaging allowance.   The 

number of inner packages allowed in a box or tray is determined by the maximum permitted 

gross mass of 30kg/20kg.   Would trainers kindly note that this kind of incorrect approach was 

seen in this paper from several candidates. 

• I repeat the oft mentioned point in these report that where data are presented in questions e.g. 

for classification or e.g. for determining whether Limited Quantities apply, those data will not 

have been included for mere interest but are there for candidates to use in their solutions.   Not 

to use data of any kind given in a question can easily result in lost marks. 

• I remind candidates that Packing Groups must be written in Roman numerals, not Arabic style 

numbers.    A few committed this solecism. 

• Part (ii) of question 4 also somehow got dropped from the solution paper by mistake but was 

in the actual paper so no effect on the results. 

• As I have said before, candidates must understand the terminology used in the ADR and not 

invent for themselves alternative uses of the terminology outwith the ADR.   This is nowhere 
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less true than in the distinction between a “mark” and a “label” to be affixed to the surfaces of 

packages of dangerous goods.    A case in point is the sign we put on Limited Quantities 

packages which is a MARK and not a label.   Many called this sign a label.    They stood to 

mis-interpret the ADR by not showing this understanding in their answers. 

 

 

 

 

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 solutions of sodium hydroxide.    In the first part, data based on skin necrosis were 

given which should have led to a Class 8, Packing Group II classification.   In the second 

part, a diluted version of the solution was deemed not to destroy intact skin tissue but did 

produce measurable corrosion on a steel alloy.    In this case the data led to a classification 

of Class 8, Packing Group III.    Many got both parts right but in the case of the first part, 

15% of candidates did not demonstrate that they were adept at handling classification data 

and in the second part this was a little better at just 7% demonstrating this weakness in their 

answers. 

 

Q2. This question was also in two parts.   In the first part data were presented with data which 

it was intended candidates should use to determine whether the way a substance was 

required to be packed by a customer met the Limited Quantities (LQ) rules or not.    A key 

component of candidate’s solutions should have been to point out that the intended boxes 

must not weigh more than 30 kg to qualify as a LQ.   Astonishingly no less than 40% of 

candidates failed to state this limitation in their answers.   This pattern was repeated 

elsewhere in this diet of exams as I shall point out when I come to it. 

 

 Most understood that the LQ “mark” must be affixed to the packages but a few called it a 

label which they should not have.    This led some to a misunderstanding because the 

question asked whether any dangerous goods labels were required which for a LQ package 

it or they were not.   28% of candidates made a mistake here, either by not answering the 

question about whether dangerous goods marks were needed or by mixing up the LQ mark 

with transport labels or saying labels were actually needed. 

 

 On the other hand, as the substance is a liquid, the double-arrow orientation marks were 

required on the packages.   35% of candidates omitted this fact and lost marks accordingly. 

 

Q3. This was a question whether the mixed packing of two dangerous goods is permitted.    

Most coped with it reasonably well though some candidates mixed up the first substance 

which was UN 2318 with the incorrect UN 2949.    A few missed the point of the question 

by saying outright that the mixed packing was not allowed whereas if the provisions of the 

appropriate MP codes were followed, this was permitted.   One person tried the LQ route 

which was unacceptable and another only used one of the MP codes to achieve their 

answer, not acceptable if for no other reason that one substance was a solid where the 

allowances are given in kg and one was a liquid where the allowances are in litres.   Another 

chose UN 1053 which is nowhere near either of the two substances whilst 10% of 
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candidates missed the point of the question and could not attempt any of it. 

 

 Candidates were required to say that the mixed packing was permitted providing the two 

substances did not react dangerously with each other.   12% of candidates did not state this 

or gave some alternative inappropriate answer.    

 

Q4. This was a question about whether certain kinds of lithium battery cells packed in a blister 

pack fell under the ADR or not.    Given the  vast number of these kinds of cells and 

batteries in circulation in every country in the world and given the number of incidents 

being recorded throughout the world caused by or contributed to by these items, it is wholly 

appropriate that we should examine candidates’ knowledge of the dangerous goods rules 

and exemptions therein applicable to them.    

 We did not ask candidates to explain the difference between a “cell” and a “battery” nor 

between batteries (i.e. non-rechargeable) and lithium ion batteries (i.e. rechargeable) but 

the term lithium ion cells was used in the question.    There are at least four different UN 

numbers for lithium batteries as a whole.    Candidates needed to be sure that they addressed 

their answers based on UN 3480 as an answer based on one of the other potential UN 

numbers might have led them astray.   At least 12% of candidates failed to state that UN 

3480 applied. 

 

 It then behoved candidates to find that among the several Special Provisions (SP) 

applicable to this UN number, the first one i.e. SP 188 held the key to the answers required 

in this question.   Data had to be handled correctly.   For these rechargeable lithium batteries 

the criteria for being exempted from the ADR were met because the lithium content was 

less than 1 g at 0.11 g and that the watt-hours limit of 20 WH was also met as this was 

given as 5.5 WH in the question.   On the whole this question was not well answered despite 

the overall results indicated above in the opening section of this report.   Those who 

understood it seemed to have little difficulty with it. 

 

 A few sought their answers from some of the other SPs but these did not lead to the solution 

which was needed. 

 

 A second part asked what marks, if any, were needed on these otherwise not regulated as 

dangerous goods cells.   The answer we were looking for is to be derived from SP 188 at 

(f) and concerned whether the mark shown at 5.2.1.9  was needed and, effectively, 

depended on the number of cells in the blister pack. 

 

Q5.   The main thrust of the two part question 5 concerned the provisions in the ADR for 

overpacks.    Those that recognised this tended to score well, noting that the word 

“OVERPACK” was needed.   There were two main failings demonstrated by candidates 

in their answers.    The first concerned a missing danger label No. 3 as the substance had a 

subsidiary danger of flammable liquid.   No less than 35% of candidates missed this point.    

The other concerned the languages in which the word OVERPACK had to be written in.   

This was an important part of the question.   The answer should have been in Italian and 

one or other of the three official languages of the ADR (English, French or German).    

Maybe I will explain why these three are the official languages in my report on Paper 2 – 

not the thinking of so many, it may surprise them.   No less than 41% of candidates did not 

address the languages issue properly even though candidates were enjoined to answer the 
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question as fully as they could. 

    

Q6. A short question on the choice of pressure receptacles allowable for packing a liquefied 

gas.    It required candidates to determine that Packing Instruction P200 applied to the 

substance concerned and then to look in the second, longer, table in P200 for the permitted 

containments for liquefied gases.    Candidates who followed this route to their answers 

did well. 

Q7. This was a question about the content of the ADR training courses for tank drivers and 

required candidates to select two from the specialist subjects for tank courses at 8.2.2.3.3. 

 Strangely a few candidates mentioned the special requirements for the training of drivers 

for Class 1 explosives or Class 7 radioactive materials.  A few mistakenly gave subjects 

from the list for a general course.  

 

 Everyone coped with the five-year period of validity for driver training certificates. 

 
Q8. This was to do with the classification of infectious substances of Class 6.2 and their Proper 

Shipping Names and UN numbers.   Most found the correct UN number which is UN 3373 

in the situation described in the question.     Most could then find the Packing Instruction 

P650 which followed on from this.  10% chose either UN 2814 or UN 3291 which were 

incorrect and also which led to the wrong Packing Instruction. 

 

Q9.  The final question, in two parts, was about the carriage of passengers on dangerous goods 

vehicles and the no smoking requirements of ADR.   It was well handled on the whole. 

 

 

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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