Chapter V-6


Unit Training Evaluation





V-6-1.	Chapter Overview


�
�
Introduction	a.	This chapter prescribes the unit training evaluation policy and requirements and


	provides guidance to TDADOC Training/Training Development (TD) (Task) Proponents (subsequently referred to as proponent) for conducting unit training evaluations.  See Chapter III-1, Evaluation and Quality Assurance Program Description and Requirements, for overall evaluation program policy and guidance; Chapter V-8, Combat Training Center (CTC) TD Interface, for CTC-related evaluation feedback.  


�
�
Chapter	b.	This chapter covers the following:
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V-6-2.	Administrative Information


�
�
Purpose	a.	Unit training evaluation is the process used to identify and correct collective and individual task performance and product deficiencies that occur in the unit.


	Note:	Although the intent of a unit training evaluation is to improve training and task performance proficiency in the unit, the focus of a unit training evaluation by TRADOC proponents is on the training (and doctrinal) materials provided to support training in units; the purpose is not to evaluate the unit.


�
�
References	b.	Required regulatory references are as follows:


		(1)	AR 350-1, Army Training


		(2) 	AR 350-41, Training in Units.


		(3) 	This regulation:  


			(a)	Part III, Evaluation and Quality Assurance


			(b)	Chapter V-8, Combat Training Center (CTC) TD Interface.


			(c)	Chapter V-9, Collective Training Management.


�
�
Definitions	c.	See Glossary for TD-related terms.  The following terms are defined in this chapter:


	(	Evaluation.	


	(	Unit training evaluation.


	(	Training assessment.


	(	Organizational (or unit) assessment.


	(	Commander’s training assessment.


	(	Training evaluation.


�
�
Responsi-	d.	See Appendix B, Responsibilities, for top-level training development responsibilities.  


bilities	Unit training evaluation is a joint responsibility of both proponents that develop training and training products and units that use those products and conduct collective and individual (e.g., soldier, leader) training.


Activity�
Responsibilities�
�
(1)	TRADOC Training/TD (Task) Proponents�
(a) 	Evaluate proponent’s training programs and products.


(b) 	Conduct training evaluation visits to units.


(c) 	Request feedback from units.


(d) 	Respond to unit feedback.


(e) 	Provide feedback to training developers for needs analysis.�
�
�
�
�
Continued on next page


�
V-6-2.	Administrative Information, Continued


�
�
Responsi-	(Continued)


bilities�
Activity�
Responsibilities�
�
(2) 	Units�
(a) 	Evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of training programs and products.


(b) 	Evaluate the supporting training material to ensure the unit missions and critical collective and individual tasks are identified and adequately supported. 


Note:	Training programs, exercises, and materials must be viewed in the context of the total training mission.�
�
�
�
Output	e.	Evaluation is a minimum essential requirement (MER) of the Systems Approach to Training (SAT) (i.e., TD process).  Outputs of unit training evaluation:


		(1) 	Unit feedback to proponents.


		(2) 	Evaluation reports identifying ---


			(a) 	Good training results or 


			(b) 	Performance or training product deficiencies, including recommended solutions to correct the identified deficiencies.


	Note: 	Proponents are responsible for revising existing training or conducting needs analysis to determine new training/TD requirements.  


�
�
Process	f.	The relationship between unit training evaluation and collective TD:


	


Flow�
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�
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V-6-3.	Training Evaluation


�
�
TRADOC	a.	Following are definitions related to this chapter from the perspective of a TRADOC 


Perspective	proponent:


		(1)	Evaluation.  The cornerstone of quality training.  It is one of the five phases of the Army’s TD process, i.e., the Systems Approach to Training  (SAT).  As such, it is a dynamic process that can occur as formal internal and external evaluations or informal feedback between the student and instructor as well as between the field commander or combat training center (CTC) and the proponent school.  The six major functional areas:


			(a)	SAT process.


			(b)	Instructional Process/Program.


			(c)	Products.


			(d)	Personnel. 


			(e)	Training Institutions/facilities 


			(f)	Needs Assessment.


		(2)	(Unit) training evaluation.  The process used to identify collective and individual task performance and product deficiencies in unit training and to obtain recommendations for improvement of training or the products that support training. (This is referred to as an “external evaluation” by the Training/TD (Task) Proponent.)


�
�
Continued on next page


�
V-6-3.	Training Evaluation, Continued


5�
�
Unit	b.	Following are definitions related to this chapter from a unit training management


Perspective	perspective:


		(1)	Training assessment.  An analytical process used by Army leaders to determine an organization’s current levels of training proficiency on mission essential tasks.  (FM 25-100)


		Note:	Leaders use the results of training evaluations to make commander’s training assessments.


		(2)	Organizational (or unit) assessment.  A process used by Army senior leaders to analyze and correlate evaluations of various functional systems (such as training, logistics, personnel, and force integration) to determine an organization’s capability to accomplish its wartime mission (or to accomplish military operations).  (FM 25-101)


		(3)	Commander’s training assessment.  An assessment of a unit’s current mission essential task list (METL) proficiency focusing on training deficiencies that impact on the unit’s ability to perform its wartime mission (or to accomplish military operations).  (FM 25-101)


		(4)	(Unit) training evaluation.  


			(a)	The process used to measure the demonstrated ability of individuals and units to accomplish specified training objectives.  (FM 25-100)


			(b)	The process used to measure the demonstrated ability of individuals or units to perform a task to the task performance standard; e.g., "GO" or “NO GO."


�
�
Description	c.	Unit training evaluation is the process used to identify collective and individual task performance and product deficiencies in unit training and to obtain recommendations for improvement of training or the products that support training.  This evaluation involves both individual and unit training and doctrine products (e.g., soldier training publications [STPs]; mission training plans [MTPs]; drills; training support packages [TSPs]; training aids, devices, simulators, and simulations [TADSS]; field manuals [FMs]; training circulars [TCs]).  Unit and training proponent evaluators determine the value, technical accuracy, and efficiency and effectiveness of the training, training programs, and products.  The evaluators report deficiencies and recommendations for improvement to the training proponent for conduct of a needs analysis.  In effect, the proponent performs an external evaluation to identify deficiencies (and improvement recommendations) for subsequent needs analysis to determine the need to improve, eliminate, or replace the training or training products.


�
�
Procedure	d.	No specific procedure can be prescribed for TRADOC proponents in conducting a unit training evaluation.  The procedures selected are dependent upon a variety of factors, including whether the unit can be visited (and for how long), whether actual training execution can be observed, which unit personnel are available to discuss training issues, and the unit’s training cycle status.  In conducting a unit training evaluation, the evaluator considers many issues, including the following: 


(	Collective task performance proficiency versus the task standard.


(	Individual task performance proficiency versus the task standard.


(	Specified task conditions versus actual training conditions.


(	Performance of task steps.


(	Accomplishment of task performance measures.


(	Experience of soldiers, civilians, leaders, trainers, evaluators, observer-controllers, and opposing forces.


(	Adequacy of training support (e.g., training area; equipment; supplies). 


(	Adequacy of training planning and preparation.


(	Adequacy of training products and materials; e.g., STPs, MTPs, drills, TSPs, TADSS, FMs, TCs.�
�
�
�
Continued on next page


�
V-6-3.	Training Evaluation, Continued


�
�
Evaluating	e.	Unit training evaluation is conducted to measure the demonstrated ability of


Training	soldiers, leaders, and units to perform a task against the established standard.  It is a 


Execution	snapshot at a given time as to whether or not the task was performed to the standard under the prescribed conditions.  For collective training, unit evaluators use training and evaluation outlines (T&EOs) as the source for training objectives or task performance specifications.  When evaluating training execution, evaluators observe actual task performance for one training iteration and compare it to performance measures to assign “GO” or “NO GO” ratings for each task step.  They then total the “GO” or “NO GO” ratings, enter this information in the task performance/evaluation summary block, and assign the overall training status of “GO” or “NO GO” for the collective task.  Unless otherwise stated, the unit must earn a “GO” rating for each task step to achieve an overall training status of “GO” for the task. 


	�
�
Terminology	f.	Frequently the terms “evaluation” and “assessment” are used interchangeably.  It is important to understand that similar terms can have entirely different meanings or implications.  For example, units frequently are sensitive to requests from TRADOC  proponents to visit the unit to conduct a “training assessment.”  It is important to distinguish between the proponent’s assessment or evaluation of its training or training products (i.e., external evaluation) and the commander’s training assessment of a unit.


�
�
Commander’s	g. 	The unit commander assesses the unit’s training proficiency using a variety of 


Training	sources, including exercise training evaluations, annual training evaluations, CTC


Assessment	take-home packages, CTC lessons learned, leader books, battle rosters, and feedback from other leaders or trainers.  The commander then assigns one of the following ratings to each METL task:


		T	=	TRAINED


		P	=	PRACTICE NEEDED


		U	=	UNTRAINED.


	There is no direct correlation between the “T-P-U” assessment by the commander and the “GO / NO GO” evaluations of the task steps (based on performance measures) assigned by training evaluators.  The commander could assign a “T” to a task even if some “NO GOs” are indicated based on other knowledge available to him, or he could decide that a “T” will not be assigned unless all performance measures receive a “GO.”


�
�
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