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Abstract

It is now well recognized internationally in the nuclear industry that a Systematic Approach
to Training (SAT), as described in IAEA TECDOC 5251, represents the currently most
effective method of providing effective, efficient training to Nuclear Power Plant (NPP)
personnel. For this reason the Canadian regulator, the Atomic Energy Control Board
(AECB), has made SAT a requirement for the training of NPP personnel whose job activities
could affect plant or public safety. In this respect the AECB recognizes that the SAT
process will dictate on-the-job-training (OJT) and the prudent use of Job Performance
Measures (JPMs) as the most effective method of providing parts of the required training to
some work groups. The AECB has adopted a process of training program evaluation for NPP
operations personnel which comprises methods to evaluate all types of training including
OJT.

This paper describes some variations which have been identified in the conduct of OJT at
Canadian utilities. It then presents the three step process established by the AECB to
effectively evaluate training programs incorporating OJT, and discusses the use of contracted
services where a particular technical expertise is required. The concept of utility self-
evaluations is introduced. Finally, the importance of consistency on the part of the regulator
in following a systematic approach to evaluation through the application of a viable standard
is addressed.

The AECB

The mission of the AECB, which is the independent federal agency that regulates all nuclear
related activities in Canada, is to assure that the use of nuclear energy in Canada does not
pose undue risk to health, safety, security and the environment. Each facility's performance
is assessed against legal requirements, including the conditions in the Operating License
issued by the AECB to that facility. To do this, all aspects of the facility's operation and
management are reviewed. One of these aspects is the quality of the training programs for
operations staff. The major NPP training program areas covered by regulatory evaluations
are shown in Figure 1.

lA Guidebook, Nuclear Power Plant Personnel Training and Its Evaluation, IAEA-
TECDOC-525,1995 Revision, Vienna.
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One important activity of the Operator Certification Division (OCD) of the AECB is to
evaluate the licensee training programs for the various job categories including Authorized
Control Room Operator and Shift Supervisor and other operations activities such as
maintenance. The Canadian station operating licence makes reference to the expected quality
of all operation's activities including maintenance. The holders of positions which involve
the maintenance of plant systems could adversely affect plant and public safety during their
day to day activities. Therefore, the training programs which provide the skills and
knowledge to support these positions, eg Control Technician, Mechanical Maintainer,
Chemical Technician and Radiation Control Technician, should also be evaluated to provide
the greatest possible assurance of effectiveness. This activity is receiving increasingly more
attention by OCD.

It is not the intention of the AECB to become involved in the licensing of maintenance
personnel nor in the process of accrediting maintenance training programs. It is the clear
intention of the AECB to evaluate those programs with respect to an acceptable SAT-based
training standard.

SAT

The SAT process shown in Figure 2 is a logical, repeatable, and pragmatic approach to
training. It can be used to address both initial and continuing training. It facilitates
developing high quality training solutions to operational problems relating to a need for
competent staff. Over the past twenty-five years the international nuclear power community2

has gradually reached a consensus on the five essential elements of the SAT process, as
described fully in IAEA-TECDOC-525. The analysis, feedback and evaluation processes
inherent in SAT are also ways of involving plant supervisory staff in all phases of training,
thus ensuring that management will own training and will therefore accept the responsibility
and buy-in that provide for the high quality training that is required to help ensure plant and
public safety.

The practical importance and significance of SAT is that it works. Its careful application
ensures that unnecessary training will be avoided, that there will be no gaps in the training,
and that high quality appropriate training will be given to those who need it, when they need
it. The SAT process is particularly well suited to providing appropriate, timely, on-the-job
training and skills training that will develop competent workers, that is, workers whose skills
and knowledge are matched to on-the-job performance requirements. This is "just-in-time"
training (JITT) at its best.

2R. Droll and J. Wilkinson, Regulatory Evaluation of Utility Training Programs:
The Need for a Standard, CNA/CANS Conference Proceedings, June 5-8, 1994, Montreal,
Quebec, Canada.



Not every situation or problem that arises in a nuclear plant is due to poor training or a lack
of training. Training is not a panacea for resolving all the operational problems that a
facility may have. This is understood by the AECB which also recognizes that training can
be expensive and therefore it must be used properly to ensure it is both effective and
efficient.

Training Standards

The IAEA guidelines state, "It is now accepted that to develop training programmes on the
basis of experience alone is inappropriate for the nuclear power industry and a systematic
approach to training is necessary."3 The careful use of SAT, in combination with the
specific utility training standard, provides numerous benefits including:

the most appropriate training method,
no unnecessary training,
no gaps in the training that is done,
training is given only to those who need it,
training is provided as and when needed, ie JITT
structured training program evaluation,
plant supervisory staff involvement,
management buy-in and responsibility,
compliance with regulatory agency requirements

SAT is actually a management tool that facilitates achieving training program quality
assurance and control. It is essential therefore that management strongly supports the
implementation of SAT in its training functions. Training may be delegated to other
departments or to training vendors, but the final responsibility for training quality and hence
the competence of the workers and the safety of the plant and the public remains with the
operations management.

To ensure, amongst other things, cost effective training and fairness to personnel, training
standards within a given utility must be consistent from one station to another. This is
especially important within a particular trades area, but is even more so if staff are to move
readily from one generating site to another within a utility. A training program that produces
competent staff can reduce operating costs. The converse is true in that the lack of quality
training is costly.

3IAEA, Executive summary of the Guidebook on Training to Establish and Maintain
the Qualification and Competence of Nuclear Power Plant Operations Personnel, 1989,
Vienna, Austria.



On-The-Job Training (OJT)

As indicated in IAEA-TECDOC-525, OJT may well represent the largest proportion of the
training being implemented in any given nuclear power plant. OJT demands special attention
because there are almost always a large number of knowledge and skills training objectives to
be achieved and because OJT is commonly provided by subject matter experts who are not
full-time trainers. An on-the-job training program may include some or all of the following:

• Shadowing the incumbent in a given job to observe how tasks should be performed.
• Performing particular tasks under the supervision of a qualified worker.
• Systems tracing, plant walk-troughs and observation of specific scheduled events.

OJT developed and implemented in accordance with SAT ensures that the trainees obtain the
required job-related knowledge, skills and attitudes in the actual work environment. It is not
just working in the job or position under loose supervision of another worker. It must
provide hands-on experience and allow the trainee to become knowledgeable about plant
routines while being trained. OJT should be conducted in the actual work environment in a
consistent, structured manner by persons who are subject matter experts and who have some
training as instructors. Finally, OJT demands the use of training objectives, training guides,
qualification standards, and trainee assessments, which are commonly provided as integral
parts of on-the-job training documents called Job Performance Measures (JPMs).

The regulator requires that any OJT be clearly defined and supported by the appropriate and
necessary documentation which will make the process effective, sustainable and consistent.
The trainers and evaluators must have suitable training skills. There should be complete
independence between the training and evaluation phases. An efficient method of keeping
trainee records of progression through the various tasks is also essential.

Job Performance Measures

The principal purpose of the JPM is to provide the OJT evaluator with the standard required
for successful completion of a task. It is, however, frequently used as part of a training
package that identifies the information required to acquire a particular skill. This package or
reference manual should include instructions to the trainee, tool and equipment lists,
prerequisite knowledge and skills, conventional and radiological safety concerns, the task to
be mastered, the knowledge and skills objectives related to that task, all technical references,
the related plant procedures, a comments area, and some form of sign-off.

This training package can serve as a guide to the trainee on how to prepare for the actual
hands-on training that will be provided by the qualified trainer once the trainee has learned
the required fundamentals. It will also be used by the trainer as a guide to what the trainee
must learn and practice. It should include a lesson plan or job-aid to ensure that the trainer
presents the steps of the skill in a logical manner and provides sufficient supervised practice



to enable the trainee to learn to perform the task safely and correctly. The trainee's
performance must then be assessed by an independent evaluator using the JPM as the
performance standard. It is during this learning and evaluation process that the trainees will
be encouraged to develop the desired professional attitudes toward their work.

Frequently a system of Job Qualification Cards (JQCs) or some other electronic record
keeping system is used to record the progress of the trainees in the on-the-job training
program.

Observations With Respect to OJT Practices

During the training program evaluations that have been completed in the past three years
AECB evaluation teams have made a number of observations with regard to the use of JPMs
by utility training staff. The most obvious of these is with respect to the format, content
and use of JPMs. Where JPMs exist their structure and content vary within the utility and
also from one utility to another. No JPM or its related training package that the evaluation
teams have seen to date has provided sufficient training instructions to the trainer, ie the
JPMs do not contain complete lesson plans or training guides. It can be argued successfully
that the JPM is a testing device, ie a performance measure4, and as such is not meant to
contain detailed instructions to the trainer. In that case the related training package or
reference manual must contain a lesson plan or training guide as a separate item.

The implementation of a new on-the-job training and evaluation program is another area
requiring clarification. Where an existing relatively unstructured training program is being
replaced by a new SAT-based program using formalized OJT, having all staff members
complete every JPM represents a significant logistics problem. This approach also raises
human relations concerns when those persons have been doing that work acceptably well for
many years. However, the alternative, which is some form of stream-lining or grand-
fathering, (ie granting qualification solely on the basis of prior training and experience,)
cannot be allowed to leave any staff appearing to be unqualified under the new training
program.

A further observation pertains to the part time nature of the activities being conducted by
OJT trainers and evaluators in the workplace. These persons are subject matter experts who
have received a minimal level of training as instructors, and are not expected to be fully
qualified or experienced as trainers and evaluators. They are also expected to perform their
normal job functions. Instances of coaching during evaluations have been observed. The lack
of adequate lesson plans, training guides or job aids has been noted. The question of
inadequate supervised practice time has also been raised by trainees. Appropriate input by
the utility training department is therefore needed to provide the necessary guidance and

4INPO, Principles of Training System Development, Supplement, Institute of Nuclear
Power Operations,INPO-85-006, February, 1985
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assistance. It is recognized that the trainees must practice to master the particular skill or
task, but, until evaluated and proven competent, they must not be permitted to work totally
unsupervised. The AECB evaluation teams have not yet observed any instances of OJT
trainers or evaluators being monitored or evaluated by either plant or training centre
supervision during on-the-job training. Nor have the AECB evaluation teams seen any
significant use of post-training feedback for evaluating the quality of maintenance training
programs. Although the availability of equipment for training purposes is always subject to
production demands, this has not been identified as a significant problem.

Some utility maintenance staff OJT programs do not yet fully conform to SAT. The
structure of the training programs within a utility varies significantly from station to station.
In some instances the structure of the training organization and the training programs have
been under almost continuous revision as the policies and procedures that form the basis of
that structure are modified following reorganizations of the utility, particularly with respect
to the business relationships between the training organization and the production
departments.

Finally, a major concern for the regulator is the absence of an acceptable training standard
for either OJT or classroom training. To compensate, the AECB has informed the Canadian
utilities that all future training program evaluations will be completed on the basis of a set of
objectives and criteria, which reflect the work done by institutions such as IAEA, INPO and
USNRC.

Evaluation Approach

As part of implementing a systematic approach to the evaluation of all NPP operations
training programs the AECB is establishing a three element evaluation regime consisting of
evaluations completed by AECB evaluation teams, evaluations completed by contractors
under the direction of AECB staff, and regular self-evaluations completed by the utilities.
The first two of these elements are in place now. The third is being implemented.

Evaluations By AECB Teams

It was quickly realized that the AECB evaluation teams would require a repeatable,
systematic and pragmatic training program evaluation method. The following three step
method5 was established at the AECB in 1994. It consists of two steps performed at the
AECB office followed by a third step at the utility site:

5TPES Documentation Review Workshop held at AECB head office, Ottawa,
September, 1994. Facilitated by T. Mazour, Mazour Associates Inc.



STEPl - AT THE AECB OFFICE:

Identify the utility "Requirements/Guidance" for training programs and make an adequacy
check of those requirements/guidance statements because they compose the utility training
standard.

The requirements that the utility imposes upon itself with respect to training would
usually be set out in an official training standard. Utility documentation should exist
to support those requirements. If it is not in writing it may well not be done, or it
will not be done consistently. It has been observed by evaluation teams that what is
done at the multi-unit stations frequently falls short of the documented requirements,
whereas at the single-unit stations, what is done is often more than the documented
requirements.

The evaluation team records these utility requirements and then performs an adequacy
check by comparing them to an established standard. Although all AECB training
program evaluations are now based on the objectives and criteria adopted by the
AECB, it is still essential to evaluate the adequacy of the training standard that was
used by the utility to develop and maintain the training program.

STEP 2 - AT THE AECB OFFICE:

Perform a "Documentation Review" to determine if there is a fully documented training
program in place that meets these requirements.

Having obtained and examined the goal statements and/or objectives established by
the utility "Requirements" documents it is necessary to then obtain and review the
lower level supporting documents for each of those objectives. This entails building a
specific document hierarchy for each training program that is evaluated.

It is interesting to note that although this documentation hierarchy would be useful for
effective communication within the utility it frequently does not exist as such. It
should obviously not be defined solely for the sake of the regulator.

STEP 3 - AT THE SITE:

Determine if the training program is implemented in accordance with the relevant
documentation.

This step is completed by visiting the site and interviewing staff and upper
management using questionnaires designed specifically for each working level,
observing on-the-job training and related evaluations, examining training materials,
assessing the training facilities, and reviewing any other pertinent documents.



Following the completion of these three steps an Interim Report is prepared on site,
explained at an "Exit Meeting" at the end of the visit, and left with the utility. A more
detailed Final Report is prepared after the evaluation team returns to the AECB offices. If
necessary, it contains "Actions" to which the utility is obliged to respond within a fixed time
period.

This evaluation method is efficient and systematic, and it works well. The wide, ranging
document review performed prior to the visit is essential, albeit time consuming, as is the
careful observation of both training and evaluations to verify that good training and
evaluation principles are being applied during on-the-job training. Well prepared interviews,
with an as wide as possible range of staff, are equally important. Frequently junior staff
provide an insight into training weaknesses that are not cited by more senior or supervisory
personnel. Interview questions that systematically assess the utility's training standard and
are relevant to the interviewees working level must be prepared prior to the interviews. A
data base is required to record and organize interview results. Above all it must be realized
that what an evaluation team sees during a visit is essentially a snap-shot of the state of the
training program at that time.

It should be possible for the utility to provide the evaluation team with details of their
training program documentation prior to the visit. This might reduce some of the team's
efforts before the visit, but would not eliminate any of the three steps cited above because the
on-site performance observations, interviews and documentation reviews are all essential.
Even if full "Self Evaluations" were required prior to AECB evaluations, it would still be
necessary to verify the claims made in those evaluations.

Contracted Evaluations

In Canada there are seven nuclear power stations, five of which are multiple unit. The staff
complement at each station comprises several major job functions, each of which consists of
a number of discrete work groups comprising personnel at various training levels. As shown
in Figure 1, there are more than one hundred separate areas in the Canadian nuclear stations
that should be the subject of some form of training evaluation. These evaluations demand a
wide range of technical expertise and training program evaluation skills. One benefit of
contracting an evaluation is that one AECB staff member can then participate in the conduct
of more than one evaluation simultaneously, as opposed to each evaluation requiring a team
of two or more AECB staff. Similarly it is frequently advantageous to purchase specific
technical or operating expertise.



One example of this is the evaluation of field operator training6. Given the nature of the
field operator's job and the fact that training for this work takes place over several years it is
necessary to place a heavy emphasis on observing the field operators on the job. To achieve
this type of observation in a meaningful manner the observer must be intimately familiar with
the day to day work of the field operator. Li this type of situation the most efficient
approach is to hire the required technical expertise and experience.

When selecting an organization to perform a contracted training evaluation the project
manager must assess both the technical and training expertise held by that organization. The
contractor's staff must possess the specific technical expertise that is to be evaluated and
should also have recent working experience in that area. The contractor must also be able to
demonstrate a complete understanding and familiarity with SAT-based training. The contract
must be issued on the basis of a formal tendering process which clearly establishes the
relative responsibilities of the contractor's staff and the regulatory staff during the evaluation.

A good working relationship has to be established between the station staff and the contractor
This will require close liaison with the utility. A regulatory staff member should accompany
the contractor's team on its initial visit to the utility. Appropriate radiation protection
qualification must be obtained by all contracted staff entering the station.

Following the evaluation visits, the contractor must submit an evaluation report to AECB
staff for an acceptance review process. When the report is complete, it is presented to the
utility jointly by the contractor and AECB staff. As with any other AECB training program
evaluation, when required, the utility is issued "Actions" to meet the accepted training
standard.

Utility Self-Evaluations

The large number of training areas to be addressed by regulatory evaluations would require a
prohibitive amount of contractor and evaluation staff time. For that reason, the AECB is
proposing the use of utility self-evaluations for training programs where self-evaluations are
deemed appropriate. Such evaluations will have to demonstrate a rigorous application of
SAT principles and comply with the same evaluation standards that are presently applied
during both contractor and AECB staff evaluations.

6M. White, Report on Assessment of Field Training for Nuclear Operations
Personnel, Safety Management Services Inc., AECB Project No.2.288.1, August, 1995,
INFO-0582.



Regulatory Consistency

It should cause no surprise to learn that the AECB is using a systematic approach in its
regulatory evaluations of training programs as a means for providing repeatable and fair
evaluations from one utility to the next. Similarly, when moving from one job family to
another within a utility, following a systematic approach ensures that the evaluations will
have a consistent basis. It is of some concern that all Canadian utilities have not yet fully
implemented the SAT process with a training standard. However, all Canadian utilities are
in the process of restructuring their existing and long established, but less formal, training
programs in accordance with SAT. At this time no Canadian utility has demonstrated that it
has a complete SAT process in place and in use for all of its training.7

These variations in the application of SAT by the Canadian utilities make it essential for the
AECB to apply a common AECB evaluation policy to the training being done by the utilities.
For that purpose the AECB has selected a set of internationally accepted criteria and
practices. Evaluating the training being done by the utilities against these criteria and
practices may seem arbitrary to some, but comprehensive training standards must be
established for the Canadian nuclear power industry.

It is essential that the regulator be seen by the utility staff as being consistent and fair in its
evaluations from program to program and from one utility to the next while meeting its
commitment to the general public as defined in its mission statement. To that end the AECB
has for several years promoted the adoption of a Canada wide training standard in the
nuclear field.

Summary

This paper has discussed a number of observations made by the AECB when evaluating
utility on-the-job training programs for maintenance staff. It has presented a number of
lessons learned, including the three step evaluation process used by AECB teams, the need
for intensive documentation reviews, the importance of well prepared interviews, particularly
with junior staff, and the need to assess both the training and evaluation phases of OJT. It
has also described the benefits of utilizing contractors when specific technical expertise is
required. The concept of utility self-evaluations has been introduced. Finally the importance
of consistency on the part of the regulator has been emphasized as well as the need for a
Canada wide nuclear training standard.

7R. Droll and J. Wilkinson, Regulatory Evaluation of Utility Training Programs: The
Need for a Standard, CNA/CNS Conference Proceedings, June 5-8, 1994, Montreal, Quebec,
Canada
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OCD Objectives and Criteria for Regulatory Evaluations
of NGS Training Programs

1. Preparation of the Training Program

This section covers the first three phases of a Systematic (or Systems) Approach to
Training (SAT), namely, Analysis, Design and Development.

Objective 1 Training programs are effectively organized, directed and supported.

Criterion 1.1 Positions in a Nuclear Generating Station (NGS) whose duties could have
an impact on the environment, the public or on the safe and reliable
operation of the station have clearly defined and documented entry-level
qualification requirements, and well documented initial and continuing
training programs.

Criterion 1.2 Written policies and procedures define a framework for establishing,
conducting and maintaining training programs in accordance with the
principles of a systematic approach to training.

Criterion 1.3 NGS personnel are informed and aware of the training required for their
respective positions and of the performance expected of them during
training by station management.

Criterion 1.4 Station management ensures that NGS personnel attend the required
training.

Criterion 1.5 Instructional facilities such as laboratories, workshops and simulators
meet the current training needs. Equipment and mock-ups used for
training purposes are very similar or identical to the equipment
encountered in the plant, and the full-scope simulator replicates closely
the current plant configuration.

Criterion 1.6 Adequate funding and staff are available to support effectively all the
required training programs and activities.

Criterion 1.7 Training developed or implemented by contractors or outside
organizations meets the same specifications as training provided by the
NGS training department.

Revised Mav 1995 Paae 1 of 6



Objective 2 Training staff possess the necessary subject matter expertise,
experience and instructional skills to discharge their assigned duties.

Criterion 2.1 The responsibilities and authority of personnel involved in managing,
supervising, developing and implementing training are clearly defined in
written policies or procedures.

Criterion 2.2 Training staff meet and maintain documented training and qualification
requirements that address both subject matter expertise and instructional
skills.

Criterion 2.3 Current revisions of station procedures, drawings and technical
references are readily available to training staff.

Criterion 2.4 Personnel who conduct on-the-job training and assessment receive
adequate training on the policies, practices, methods and standards for
delivering this training and for assessing trainee performance.

Criterion 2.5 Training staff monitor training delivered by contractors, occasional
trainers, beginner trainers and personnel from outside the training
department and obtain feedback from the trainees attending the courses.

Criterion 2.6 Instructors and training program developers receive additional training
periodically to maintain and improve their technical knowledge and
instructional skills.

Criterion 2.7 The performance of all instructors is evaluated on a regular basis and the
results are used to improve their performance.

Objective 3 An analysis of the job for each NGS position whose duties could have
an impact on the environment, the public or on the safe and reliable
operation of the station determines the job performance requirements
and serves as the basis for the development of learning objectives,
training material and job performance measures.

Criterion 3.1 Qualified personnel occupying positions for which training is being
developed participate in the analysis of the jobs that they perform to
provide subject matter expertise.

Criterion 3.2 The analysis identifies the tasks or job functions requiring initial training
and those requiring continuing training, with due consideration to tasks
performed infrequently during non-routine and emergency conditions.

Revised Mav 1995 Page 2 of 6



Criterion 3.3 The analysis identifies the skills and knowledge needed for the tasks or
job functions selected for training and is of sufficient detail to enable the
development of suitable learning objectives, test items and job
performance measures.

Criterion 3.4 Learning objectives are developed and maintained current to establish the
training content for groups of task-related knowledge and skills, taking
into consideration entry-level knowledge, skills and experience of the
candidates.

Criterion 3.5 The learning objectives state clearly the standards of satisfactory trainee
performance and are linked to job performance requirements.

Criterion 3.6 Learning objectives are sequenced, grouped and organized appropriately
according to the required progression of learning.

Criterion 3.7 Test items for written, oral and simulator-based examinations and job
performance measures are developed to measure job-related knowledge or
performance of trainees, including higher cognitive abilities such as
analytical and diagnostic skills.

Objective 4 Training material conveys consistently the knowledge and skills which
are needed to meet the learning objectives.

Criterion 4.1 Lesson plans, laboratory guides, individualized study guides, on-the-job
training guides and other appropriate training material are developed and
maintained to promote effective and consistent delivery of training.

Criterion 4.2 Lesson plans and other training material are current, accurate and support
the learning objectives and test items.

Criterion 4.3 Instructional settings are appropriate to the learning objectives.

2. Implementation of the Training Program

Objective 5 Training delivery employs principles of good instructional
presentation and conveys accurate information consistently and
clearly*

Criterion 5.1 Classroom, on-the-job, simulator and skills training is implemented as
outlined in the approved training material and training guides.
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Criterion 5.2

Criterion 5.3

Criterion 5.4

Criterion 5.5

Criterion 5.6

Criterion 5.7

Criterion 5.8

Criterion 5.9

Lesson plans or equivalent training guides are used in all instructional
settings to ensure consistent training delivery directed towards the
learning objectives.

Instructors are prepared adequately to ensure effective and consistent
delivery of training.

Instructors use instructional techniques appropriate to the learning
objectives, lesson content and instructional setting.

Training staff have access to the necessary instructional aids and
equipment.

Individualized or self-study instruction, if used, gives the trainees
sufficient guidance and supporting material for mastering the learning
objectives.

On-the-job training is conducted by individuals qualified to perform the
job who possess adequate instructional and assessment skills.

When the task cannot be performed in the actual job setting but is
simulated, the conditions of task performance, tools and equipment
reflect the requirements of the actual task.

During simulator training, differences between the simulator and the
station are reviewed with the trainees prior to training.

Criterion 5.10 The procedures currently in use at the station are those used during
simulator training.

Criterion 5.11 Simulator training develops the required diagnostic and teamwork skills
and reinforces the expectations of station management for the conduct of
operations.

Objective 6 Trainees are evaluated on their mastery of the learning objectives and
receive prompt feedback on their performance.

Criterion 6.1 There is a clear link between the test items or job performance measures „
and the front-end analysis of the job performance requirements.

Criterion 6.2 Higher cognitive abilities such as analytical and diagnostic skills are
evaluated using appropriate test items or job performance measures.
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Criterion 6.3 Trainees are evaluated regularly and fairly and receive prompt feedback
on their strengths, weaknesses and on the need for any necessary
remedial action.

Criterion 6.4 Remedial training and reassessment are given to trainees who fail to meet
minimum performance standards. Repeated failures to meet these .
standards result in the trainee being removed from the program.

Criterion 6.5 NGS personnel complete successfully all training requirements for their
position before being assigned to work independently. Exemptions from
training are based on appropriate test results or other objective evidence
that demonstrate that the subject training is not required.

Criterion 6.6 There is a formal procedure for verifying that contractors, temporary
personnel or other non-plant personnel are appropriately qualified for the
work to which they are assigned.

Criterion 6.7 Tests and checkouts are prepared and administered in a consistent
manner. All answers expected during written or oral examinations, or all
actions expected during performance-based tests, are defined in advance
in appropriate marking guides that are consistent with current plant
configuration and working practices.

Criterion 6.8 Adequate precautions are taken to ensure confidentiality of examinations
and tests.

Criterion 6.9 Training records are maintained so that personnel training qualifications
are easily ascertainable and readily accessible for review and audit
purposes.

3. Evaluation of the Training Program

Objective 7 A systematic method is used to evaluate, and revise as necessary,
training programs so that on-the-job competence is attained and
maintained.

Criterion 7.1 Training programs are evaluated on a regular basis with all the individual
evaluation activities integrated into a comprehensive evaluation system.

Criterion 7.2 Training program improvements and changes are proposed, initiated,
tracked, and incorporated in the program in a timely manner.
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Criterion 7.3

Criterion 7.4

Criterion 7.5

Criterion 7.6

Criterion 7.7

Criterion 7.8

Criterion 7.9

Trainee and trainer inputs are solicited regularly during the training
program evaluations and are used to improve training when warranted.

Former trainees are asked for feedback on the strengths and weaknesses
of the training program and its individual courses, approximately six
months after the end of the program.

Plant supervisors and managers are regularly interviewed to obtain
feedback on job performance problems, training priorities and the
effectiveness of recent training in preparing NGS personnel to do their
jobs.

Procedural and equipment changes, changes in job descriptions, station
and industry-wide significant events as well as other aspects of operating
experience are systematically evaluated to ensure that training
implications are identified and training programs are revised as
appropriate.

Audits and evaluations of the training programs performed by groups
external to the training department, such as the quality assurance
department, are factored into the training program evaluation process.

Job analyses, learning objectives, test items, job performance measures,
lesson plans and training material are revised to reflect the findings of the
training program evaluations.

Training delivery in the classroom, laboratory, workshop, simulator and
on-the-job is evaluated regularly and evaluation results are communicated
to trainers.

Criterion 7.10 Tests and other indicators of trainee performance are evaluated and
analyzed so that they as well as the training program may be improved.

Criterion 7.11 Training provided by contractors or outside organizations is evaluated to
ensure that it meets the job needs and that its quality is consistent with
utility training standards.
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A "Quick-Check" Training Performance Indicators (TPIs) Table
Is a Systematic Training Program "in place" and "in operation"?

#

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

Performance
Indicator

Training Program

Training Records System

SERs relating to Job Family

Station/Training Centre
Document Hierarchy &
Training Program
Documentation

Station Performance Index
for the Job Family

Training Quality

Number of staff fully
qualified to provide training

Station - OJT
Training Department-

Routine station activities
cause training and?or
vacation cancellations

Self-evaluation and
improvement of training
programs

RED

No program in place.
Written but not
authorized.

No Training records
system in place.

More than 4/ year.
No tracking .
Unsuitable responses.

Unknown or vague at
best

Consistently below
standard set by station
management.

Training has no
identifiable effects on
work quality or safety.
LM withhold staff from
training courses.
Low pass rate on
"Authorization" exams.
Training Department
says no noise from
station is good news.
No upgrading for
Training staff.

None or few.

A common, ic weekly
occurence.
Many staff arc
frequently
inconvenienced.

Self- evaluations not
done, or arc not
sufficiently critical to
identify weaknesses.

YELLOW

Written and authorized.
Initial Training only.
Not in use, or used
incompletely.

In place, some usage.
Records not current.

Fewer than 4/year.
Some tracking.
Most responses suitable.

Partial document
hierarchy in place.
Not all documents are
current.

Usually close to or meet
standard.

Training has some
positive effects on work
quality and safety.
LM allow staff to take
training courses.
Acceptable pass rate on
authorization exams but
with a significant
number of conditional
passes.
Training Dept reactive.
Training staff have
difficulty getting upgrade
training, no rotations to
station.

Some, but many staff
instruct in areas outside
their major competency.
Staff cannot meet
training loads.

Occurs infrequently in
normal conditions but
frequently during
outages or events.

Completed on an ad hoc
basis, prior to Regulator
evaluations. Weaknesses
identified but corrective
actions not tracked to
completion

GREEN

Authorized for use.
Includes Initial and
Continuing Training.
In full use.
Being followed fully.
Tracking in place to
facilitate improvements

In place.
In full use.
All records current.
Fully accessible as a
management tool.

Fewer than 2/year.
Complete tracking
system in place and in
full use.
Responses are timely
and appropriate.

Full document
hierarchy in place.
All documentation is
current.

Always meet or are
above standard.

Training consistently
results in improved
work quality and
safety.
LM encourages
Training Dcpt to
provide courses.
Training Dept is
proactive, rotates staff
to station; upgrades
staff qualifications.
Authorization exam
pass rate consistently
high, with few
conditional passes.

All training staff are
qualified trainers.
Staff instruct only in
their competency area.
Training is completed
with little or no
overtime.

Almost never happens.
May be planned for
with major outages or
extremely severe
events.

Completed on a
planned schedule.
Corrective actions
identified and tracked
to completion. Other
stations notified of
major problems found.
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