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Following is MPQAD's response to the subject Stone and Webster CIO ltems:
ITEM 56
Part A

This part reports that the MPQAD lesson plan fcr PQCI C~1.50 in the refer-
ence document section ieferenced Revision 11 of Specification C-306 while
Revision 12 is the current issued revision. This is in keeping with current

practice in the MPQAD Training Branch and in no way impacts the validity of
the training.

MPOAD lesson plaus are developed utilizing various documents as references.
In order to know the revision of the Jdocument when the lesson plan was
developed the revision number is included in the lesson plan. Thereafter
the revision number is only changed when a revision to the lesson plan is
required. Required revisions to lesson plans are determined by appropriate
personnel and are based on changes to documents which impact lesson plan
source documents which in turn may impact information in the lesson plan.

In this case the revision of Specification C-306 from Rev 11 to Rev 12 did
not ‘esult in a revision to the PQCI. 1In turn a revision to the lesson plan

was not required. As a result there is no training impact and the training
is accentable.

Part B

This part reporte that PQCI C-1.50 Attachment A Table B-2 is inconsistent
with referenced Specification C-305 which has a Specification Change Notice

No. 13007 against it. This is also in keeping with current MPQAD practice
and does not impact training.

In this case the process outlined in the second paragraph of the response to
Part A was also followed to determine if the lesson plen required revision.

Since the PQCI did not require revision due to the SCN, the lessen pl. did

not require revision and there is no impact on training.

The basis for not revising the lesson plan is that the SCN is clear and
usable by inspection personnel without additional training or revision to
the PQCI. Inspection personnel ar: required by the PQCI General
Instructions to research and utilize the latest inspection criteria.
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This item recommends that evaluations that are used as part of the "approval
' | 4

to instruct process" be performed on no later than the first training class
taught. MPQAD Training Brar practice is t~ evaluate on iustructor the
first time that an instructor instructs a course (lesson plan or lesson

plans). This 1 fact is required by Training Branch Instruction TBI 1.3.

The TBI establishes a process by which an instrvctor becomes approved to
instruct both a first course and additional courses. The TBI does not
require that an instructor become reapproved each time a lesson plan is
revised. This is not necessary as the instructor has demonstrated cana-
bility through the original approval process. The evaluation may take place
doing a pilot class, 'n actual class, or during any other method that allows
the instructor to demonstrate capability and be evaluated.
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Item 057
Attachment 1]

Explanation of Response Acceptance

In following up on this item it was concluded that the trainer D. Liechty
had previously been approved to instruct and the class taught was for an
additional lesson plan. Since this was one of the instructors additional
«esson plans the evaluation was not required to be performed on his first
class. The only evaluation to be performed on the first class is the per-
formance evaluation of the instructors initial new lesson plan, which in
this case had previously been performed.

This is in accordance with TBI 1.3 and due to this, the response provided
13 acceptable.



