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Evaluator’s Checklist:  SAT Process
	Analysis Criteria
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	1.
	General Analysis Checks

	
	a.
	Were analyses conducted IAW policy and procedures?
	
	
	

	
	b.
	Were all task data/information maintained and kept current?
	
	
	

	
	c.
	Was input obtained from appropriate operating forces subject matter experts, to include AC and RC, for each analysis (i.e., needs, mission, collective task, job analysis, and/or task analysis)?
	
	
	

	
	d.
	Were critical collective and/or individual task performance specifications distributed to appropriate organizations and users of the data?
	
	
	

	
	e.
	Were common and shared tasks identified?
	
	
	

	2. 
	Specific Analysis Checks

	
	a.
	Needs Analysis

	
	
	(1)
	Were needs analyses conducted when issues concerning soldier or unit performance deficiencies were identified or indicated?
	
	
	

	
	
	(2)
	Were needs analyses results used to identify training development/training workload?
	
	
	

	
	
	(3)
	Were training development requirements based upon valid needs analysis?
	
	
	

	
	
	(4)
	Were needs analysis results documented?
	
	
	

	
	b.

 
	Mission Analysis

	
	
	(1)
	Did proponent conduct a comprehensive mission analysis on all proponent type units?
	
	
	

	
	
	(2)
	Were missions and supporting critical collective tasks identified for all proponent type units?
	
	
	

	
	
	(3)
	Were there documentations/reports that indicated critical collective tasks were approved by the training/TD (Task) proponent commandant/agency commander?
	
	
	

	
	
	(4)
	Were there documentation indicating individual tasks that directly support mission accomplish-ment were identified and forwarded to external proponent or internal proponent organization?
	
	
	

	Evaluator’s Checklist:  SAT Process (con’t)

	Analysis Criteria
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	
	c.
	Collective Task Analysis

	
	
	(1)
	Were thorough comprehensive Critical Task Analyses conducted on every identified critical collective task?
	
	
	

	
	
	(2)
	Does documentation report indicate proponent designated representative approved collective task analysis?
	
	
	

	
	d.
	Job Analysis

	
	
	(1)
	Were thorough comprehensive Job Analyses conducted on all proponent jobs?
	
	
	

	
	
	(2)
	Were individual critical tasks identified for all proponent jobs following prescribed procedures?
	
	
	

	
	
	(3)
	Were there documentations/reports that indicated critical individual tasks were approved by the training/TD (Task) proponent commandant/ agency?
	
	
	

	
	e.
	Individual Task Analysis

	
	
	(1)
	Was a thorough comprehensive Individual Task Analysis conducted on every identified critical individual task?
	
	
	

	
	
	(2)
	Does documentation indicate designated representative approved individual task analysis?
	
	
	

	
	
	(3)
	Were critical task performance specifications distributed to appropriate organizations and users of the data?
	
	
	

	Design Criteria
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	
1.
	General Design Checks

	
	a.
	Was analysis data used to design proponent education and training, and supporting products and materials?
	
	
	

	
	b.
	Were the products designed to provide effective, efficient, and economical education/training?
	
	
	

	
	c.
	Do collective and individual training products (i.e., STP, MTP, TSP, courses, IMI courseware) support the unit and individual long range training strategies?
	
	
	

	
	d.
	Do collective and individual training products (i.e., STP, MTP, TSP, courses, IMI courseware) support the unit and individual short range training strategies?
	
	
	

	
	e.
	Were resource requirements timely identified to support implementation of training?
	
	
	


	Evaluator’s Checklist:  SAT Process (con’t)

	Design Criteria
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	
	f.
	Were all collective and individual training products based on critical tasks?
	
	
	

	
	g.
	Were design outputs approved prior to product development (e.g., Instructional Media Design Report (IMDR)?
	
	
	

	2.
	Specific Design Checks

	
	a.
	Combined Arms Training Strategies (CATS)

	
	
	(1)
	Were there viable unit long-range strategies created for all proponent type-unit training?
	
	
	

	
	
	(2)
	Do the unit long-range training strategies support unit training?
	
	
	

	
	
	(3)
	Do the collective training products produced support the approved long-range unit training strategy?
	
	
	

	
	
	(4)
	Were there viable individual long-range strategies created for each proponent Military Occupational Specialty (MOS), Branch, Area of Concentration (AOC), or functional area (e.g., ITP)?
	
	
	

	
	
	(5)
	Do the individual long-range training strategies support individual training?
	
	
	

	
	
	(6)
	Do the individual training products produced support the approved long-range training strategy?
	
	
	

	
	
	(7)
	Were there viable short-range training strategies created for all proponent type-unit training?
	
	
	

	
	
	(8)
	Do the unit short-range training strategies support unit training?
	
	
	

	
	
	(9)
	Do the collective training products produced support the approved short-range unit training strategy?
	
	
	

	
	
	(10)
	Were there viable short-range training strategies created for each proponent MOS, Branch, AOC, or functional area that identified education/training products requirements?
	
	
	

	
	
	(11)
	Do the individual short-range training strategies support individual training?
	
	
	

	
	
	(12)
	Do the individual training products produced support the approved short-range training strategy?
	
	
	

	
	
	(13)
	Were there viable self-development strategies created?
	
	
	


	Evaluator’s Checklist:  SAT Process (con’t)

	Design Criteria
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	
	
	(14)
	Were tasks and supporting skills and knowledge translated into appropriate performance learning objectives?
	
	
	

	
	b.
	Collective Training Design

	
	
	(1)
	Were MTPs compiled from appropriate collective task analysis and unit short-range training strategy?
	
	
	

	
	
	(2)
	Were collective tasks analysis data used to develop unit drills, Warfighter TSP, exercises, and simulations?
	
	
	

	
	
	(3)
	Did the simulator/simulation support the training of critical collective tasks and supporting individual tasks?
	
	
	

	
	c.
	Individual Training Design

	
	
	Note:  This section covers training courses; lessons/lesson plans; and courses/lessons using VTT, IMI (e.g., CBI), and TADSS.

	
	
	(1)
	Were sound proven learning principles applied to the design of the proponent education/training products (i.e., Design provided for progressive, sequential learning and performance measurement?  Viable course maps and student evaluation plans were created.)?
	
	
	

	
	
	(2)
	Were all products produced based on valid, approved task data?
	
	
	

	
	
	(3)
	Were resources required to implement education/training identified?
	
	
	

	
	
	(4)
	Was the automated training development system used effectively to design training?
	
	
	

	
	
	(5)
	Were TRAS documents created and timely submitted to support the training strategies (i.e., ITP, CAD, POI)?
	
	
	

	
	
	(6)
	Did the simulator/simulation support the training of critical individual tasks?
	
	
	

	Development Criteria
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	1.
	General Development Checks

	
	a.
	Were products developed based on design output?
	
	
	

	
	b.
	Was Staff and Faculty prepared/trained for implementation?
	
	
	


	Evaluator’s Checklist:  SAT Process (con’t)

	Development Criteria
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	
	c.
	Were resources/facilities acquired prior to implementation?
	
	
	

	
	d.
	Were education/training products produced and timely distributed?
	
	
	

	2.
	Specific Development Checks
	
	
	

	
	a.
	Collective Training Development
	
	
	

	
	
	(1)
	Were MTPs developed IAW TR 350-70 and TP 350-70-1?
	
	
	

	
	
	(2)
	Were the collective products produced based on the design?
	
	
	

	
	b.
	Individual Training Development

	
	
	(1)
	Was all DL courseware tested over the network for operability prior to distribution?
	
	
	

	
	
	(2)
	Were course instructors trained to present specific lessons?
	
	
	

	
	
	(3)
	Did instructors meet required qualifications and have evidence of proponent technical certification requirements (i.e., technical requirements, ITC, etc.)?
	
	
	

	
	
	(4)
	Were common task TSPs distributed?
	
	
	

	
	
	(5)
	Were required materials timely requisitioned for implementation?
	
	
	

	
	
	(6)
	Were materials required for course preparation distributed to incoming students in a timely manner?
	
	
	

	
	
	(7)
	Were lesson plans in enough detail to allow any new instructor to use the lesson plan with no degradation of training, and with minimum preparation time?
	
	
	

	
	
	(8)
	Were instructors aware of, and have access to, classified (if required) and unclassified sensitive CALL databases and other research materials (to include consolidate feedback from Army operations and training, and review the latest lessons available)?
	
	
	

	Validation Criteria
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Validation Checks

	1.
	Were validations conducted on all proponent produced education/training products?
	
	
	

	2.
	Were validations determinations acted upon, i.e., improvements made?
	
	
	


	Evaluator’s Checklist:  SAT Process (con’t)

	Validation Criteria
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Validation Checks (con’t)

	3.
	Were education/training product/material approved for reproduction, distribution, and implementation by the appropriate command authority?
	
	
	

	4.
	Were tests validated during the design process?
	
	
	

	5.
	Were the individual course/courseware objectives (lessons) validated?
	
	
	

	Implementation Criteria
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Implementation Checks
	
	
	

	1.
	Was training implemented as designed (i.e., instructors followed LP and CMP)?
	
	
	

	2.
	Did learners learn to perform to standards as required by training products or training provided?
	
	
	

	3.
	Did instructors use what they were supposed to use as designed (equipment, facilities, ammunition, lesson plans, etc.)?
	
	
	

	4.
	Was the product developed provided to appropriate organization?  
	
	
	

	5.
	Did proponents approve education/training products prior to reproduction and distribution?
	
	
	

	6.
	Were training resources scheduled IAW mandatory training sequence?
	
	
	

	7.
	Were training resources used as prescribed (i.e., ammunition, pyrotechnics, TADSS, training materials, etc.)?
	
	
	

	8.
	Were ranges and training areas used as prescribed?
	
	
	

	9.
	Were student academic counseling conducted?
	
	
	

	10.
	Did instructors/cadre serve as mentors, counselors, and role models?
	
	
	

	11.
	Were risk assessments conducted during training?
	
	
	

	12.
	Were After Action Reports (AAR) conducted during training?
	
	
	

	13.
	Did instructors provide appropriate lesson material?
	
	
	

	14.
	Did instructors provide appropriate remedial training?
	
	
	

	15.
	Did all learners meet mandatory graduation requirements?
	
	
	

	16.
	Was established policy for retraining students followed?
	
	
	

	17.
	Were students provided opportunities to learn through interaction, (i.e., questions and answers; role playing; student practice; testing; and after-action reviews (AARs)?
	
	
	


	Evaluator’s Checklist:  SAT Process (con’t)

	Implementation Criteria
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Implementation Checks (con’t)

	18.
	Were Student Evaluation Plans provided or made available to students?
	
	
	

	19.
	Were students tested to determine whether or not they could accomplish the Terminal Learning Objectives (TLOs)?
	
	
	

	20.
	Were prescribed standardized procedures employed when administering tests?
	
	
	

	Evaluation Checks

	1.
	Were accreditation, evaluation, and QAO deficiencies/

recommendations corrected?
	
	
	

	2.
	Were internal evaluations conducted?
	
	
	

	3.
	Were external evaluations conducted?
	
	
	

	4.
	Were evaluation reports prepared?
	
	
	

	5.
	Were evaluation reports distributed to all applicable organizations?
	
	
	

	6.
	Were QA and QC functions in place to identify education/training program deficiencies and coordinate corrections?
	
	
	

	7.
	Were QC checks within the various TRADOC Pamphlets used?
	
	
	

	8.
	Was the feedback from the field provided to appropriate/
applicable organizations for further analysis and/or modification to training/training development?
	
	
	

	9.
	Did proponent follow-up on higher HQ, HQ TRADOC, QA, CTC, CALL, and/or IG evaluation findings?
	
	
	

	10.
	Did proponent follow-up on issues from external evaluations (survey and interview responses)?
	
	
	

	11.
	Did proponents maintain records of issues identified through evaluations?
	
	
	

	12.
	Did proponent use internal and external feedback information to improve their education/training?
	
	
	

	13.
	Did staff, faculty and students adhere to intent of risk management and safety?
	
	
	

	14.
	Were education/training automation systems programmed to meet identified functional requirements?
	
	
	

	15.
	Were education/training automation systems easy for user to use?
	
	
	

	16.
	Did the education/training automation system provide on-line training on the automated process?
	
	
	


7

