
COLLATION OF PARTICIPANT COMMENTS 
 
Training:  CAEAL Assessor Training Location: Embassy West Hotel, Ottawa 
 
Session (s): 12 and 13 Feb 2001  Facilitator(s):   Ned Gravel 
 
Item Met Participant Needs?  
 1 

No 
2 3 

OK 
4 5 

Yes 
Tot 

Course Objectives: √ as appropriate below  
Were you given the opportunity to help define 
them? 

11 0 27 10 11 59 

Where they well defined? 0 7 26 19 10 59 
Where they achieved? 0 9 30 19 3 61 
       

Course Content:       
Was the material appropriate? 2 1 16 22 19 60 
Complexity   (too complex)  or   (too simple) circle 
one 

1 15 35 9 1 60 

Clarity    (clear)    or    (fragmented/unclear) circle 
one 

1 15 21 11 10 58 

Volume  (too much)  or   (not enough)   circle one 0 15 35 8 2 60 
Did the handouts fit with this training - did they 
help? 

0 2 12 26 21 61 

       
Facilitator Methods       

Did the facilitator allow sufficient discussion? 3 5 15 18 22 63 
Did the facilitator encourage participation? 0 2 9 22 30 63 
Did the facilitator help bring out new group ideas? 0 1 18 23 18 60 
Did the facilitator help close out discussions? 2 6 13 28 12 61 
Would you accept this facilitator again? 0 1 14 20 24 59 

 
Major Issues for Participants 
# Issue Potential Resolution 
1 Uncertainty:   Not sufficiently focussed on needs of 

labs or assessors.  Too high level. 
Get presentations more in line 
with assessor needs. 

2 Training Materials.  Disorganised.  Should have been 
issued with binders at the beginning 

Be prepared sooner.  Have all 
training materials in binders and 
ready for handing out at 
beginning of first day. 

3 Amount of Material and Time to take in all in.  Too 
much material in too little time.  Too rushed 

Prioritise training needs and 
deliver most important things 
within an acceptable time frame. 

4 Facilitating Consistency of assessments. Good Maintain the aim.  Provide more 



try…but did not meet aim.  Need more guidance and 
"use own judgement" is not good enough. 

guidance on issues…have them 
worked out before the training 
starts. 



 
Other Comments:   
 
 Material concerning uncertainty material was too complex and unclear/ Working 

groups need to be established to determine issues regarding Uncertainty and Method 
Validation/ Little progress on uniform evaluations by assessors 

 Too rushed 
 Complicated overheads/ Ineffective reading of overheads/ Allocate more time for just 

new assessors 
 Discussion wasn’t focused; not on track 
 Have session specifically for microbiology, organic chemistry 
 Not enough opportunity for discussion on technical issues 
 Establish website for some of the assessor requirements and discussion topics 
 Great feedback 
 Provide paper name tags for assessors 
 Possible assessor meetings each year to allow for discussion of standard 

implementation/ have night  before as a discussion for auditors 
 Provide second microphone on the floor for questions, get people to identify 

themselves when asking questions 
 Get Colleen her own phone line and voicemail; inefficient and delays when going 

through receptionist 
 Do slide show of CAEAL offices and process for those who never see them 
 Provide listing of area facilities for restaurants, shopping,  etc… 
 Lab should not see them as being a friend, as it was put by one presenter.  This is 

an inappropriate relationship  
 Excellent presentation on LIMS 
 Need checklist for assessors 
 Go through audit scenarios and situations 
 There was no summary 
 Very good walk-through of “17025” and ‘92.5’ 
 More exercises for new assessors  
 Consider hiring a professional facilitator 
 Do a “dry run” with audio visuals to avoid glitches; review presentation in detail in 

advance-don’t let guest speakers get carried away 
 Facilitators lost control of room  
 Provide a downtown hotel location 
 Balance heavy and light material over the days 
 Have policy for speaking out 
 Morning not well organised, afternoon better 
 Not a good hotel, put into smoking room, wasn’t cleaned, food was rushed 
 Provide a master list of documents, colour coding the documents or numbering 
 Presentations to address auditing issues specifically 
 Further clarification on auditing against intent 
 More clarity on method validation 



 Don’t use expression “use your own judgements” – need standardisation, norms, 
and basics/ SCC needs to do more to ensure that Lead Assessors perform in a 
consistent fashion 

 Information packages to be made available at first day registration 
 Better definition of course objectives with input from assessors 
 Allocate time for group discussion on relevant topics (i.e. categories of corrective 

actions As, Bs and Cs, Uncertainty Measurement, acceptability of calibration sources 
 Poor audio system 
 Poor wording in several of the exercises 
 Thermometer certificates discussion too long 
 Number handouts/ Hole punch all handouts; organise handout delivery better 
 More detailed discussion on individual subject (chemistry) 
 “Too far from town and too cheap” 
 Weekend training is not suitable for all 
 Better breakout questions and organisation  
 Important matters were not covered for CAEAL assessors; didn’t focus on 

assessors/ Allocate more time for just new assessors 
 Facilitator was very good; spoke well and clear 
 Group was too large to run problem solving sessions with only one facilitator 
 Useful walk through of CANP-4-D 
 Too much to cover in short time 
 Presenters spoke too quickly 
 Time of year:  I prefer the October/November timing for travel & hope you revert to it 

in the future. 
 I expect financial considerations governed the choice of hotel.  If a downtown 

location is within budget, give it preference. 
 The lunches were just right - perfectly suited to working, conversation, and timing not 

critical.   
 It was really great to have everybody in the same session, including the SCC 

assessors.   
 Interpreting 17025:  It would have been useful to have more highlighting of new 

requirements in the standard.  However, D92.5 will be quite helpful. 
 Uncertainty Presentations:  Of no use to assessors.  May have been of some use to 

some specialised labs.  I would have appreciated some guidance re the objective 
evidence that I am to be looking for when assessing labs this year.  Colleen and Ned 
provided conflicting statements as to whether or not we are expecting uncertainty to 
be reported during this years assessments.  I assume Colleen is right, since I have 
not seen enough guidance to the labs for calculating/reporting uncertainty in 
chemical parameters calibrated using reference materials, and that Ned's statement 
applies to calibration labs. 

 Electronic Signatures:  useful exercise.  Would have been useful to point out that the 
facimile of a signature is not required - and the need for password access to the 
various levels of approval in a LIMS could have been highlighted. 

 Thermometer Calibration Certificates:  Useful exercise.   



 Acceptability of Calibration Sources:  Useful information.  However, we need 
guidance about Certified Reference Materials, since these represent the key 
traceability issues for many environmental lab measurements. 

 Discussion on Sampling was useful.   
 
 Field measurements:  I think there was confusion at the end of the discussion on 

field measurements which was not resolved.  I have always required the mobile labs 
to be available for inspection at some time during the assessment to verify that the 
equipment exists & that the quality system is appropriate. 

 Car Rental policy.  I will work with any policy, as long as it is clear.  I have no 
problems with the current policy. 

 NQI certification:  Thanks for the work! 
 Review of Laboratory Responses:  I think some of the initiatives you are discussion 

will be appreciated by all Leads and Advisory Panel members.  I do not want to 
duplicate Colleen's work, but sometimes it would be useful to see if the lab 
understood/responded appropriately to a required action (especially for lead).   

 When not to assess a test:  good exercise, but conclusion left dangling (do we add 
the third example, or not?) 

 Technical issues - useful information.  I hope everybody understands the PT 
requirements of separate samples where a parameter is accredited for two different 
tests (eg mobile lab and fixed lab).  I expect Debbie is taking care of that at the office 
level, and auditors will not normally have to raise it. 

 There was useful discussion raised during the Assessment Process Issues.  There 
was a lot of heat around the issue of actions not being addressed by labs, but my 
experience has generally been that this does not happen much.  Where an action is 
raised again it is usually due to a misunderstanding rather than an abuse of the 
system.  However, there may be some bad actors out there, but I have generally 
experienced a high level of involvement by labs. 

 Trace of Tests:  Selecting a PT sample - the issues raised from the floor helped me 
understand some of the complexities of the proposal which I would have missed if I 
had only read it as an instruction.  This will be interesting to assess. 

 LIMS:  Much of this discussion was misleading (eg physical security is addressed as 
a global lab issue), or too specific for one LIMS.  Due to the critical importance of the 
application of computers to lab management I make a practice is reviewing the LIMS 
in each lab I assess.  The LIMS systems vary greatly in all aspects, and very few are 
actually complete systems.  The assessor has to ensure that the integrity of the 
quality system is not compromised by the absence of key functions in the LIMS, and 
that the lab understands these limitations.   Assessing a LIMS is easiest in labs 
which have their own programmers, since they have the global view required for 
assessment.  Labs with commercial turn-key packages are harder to assess. 

 Presenters:  Ned is a natural trainer and is a great addition to CAEAL.  Good 
knowledge of assessment process, but needs more experience with CAEAL 
processes.  I do not think this will take long.   

 Colleen:  Good presentation style, good technical understanding of CAEAL 
processes. 



 


