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SITEX-1I OUTLINES

Sustainable network for Independent Technical
EXpertise of Radioactive Waste Disposal —

Interactions and Implementation (SITEX-I)

The SITEX-Il Project (Coordination and Support
Action) was initiated in 2015 within the EC’s
Horizon 2020 programme to further develop the
Sustainable Independent Expertise Function
Network in the field of deep geological disposal
safety. This Network is expected to ensure a
sustainable capability for developing and
coordinating, at the international level, joint and
harmonized activities, related to the Expertise
Function. SITEX-Il brings together representatives
from 18 organisations including regulatory
authorities, technical support organisations,
research organisations and specialists in risk
governance and interaction with general public,
including NGOs and an education institute. It is
aimed at practical implementation of the activities
defined by the former EURATOM FP7 SITEX
project (2012—2013), using the interaction modes
identified by that project. SITEX-Il, coordinated by
IRSN, is implemented through 6 Work Packages
(WP).

WP1 - Programming R&D (lead by Bel V). The
general objective of WP1 is to further define the
Expertise Function’s R&D programme necessary to
ensure independent scientific and technical
capabilities for reviewing a safety case for
geological disposal. In this perspective WP1 will
develop a Strategic Research Agenda (SRA) and
define the Terms of Reference (ToR) for its
implementation accounting for the preparatory
work to be carried out in the framework of the
JOPRAD project for construction of a Joint
Programming of research for geological disposal.

WP2 - Developing a joint review framework (lead
by FANC). The key objective of WP2 is to further
develop and document in position papers and
technical guides a common understanding of the
interpretation and proper implementation of
safety requirements in the safety case for the six
phases of facility development (conceptualization,
siting, reference design, construction, operational,
post-closure).

WP3 - Training and tutoring for reviewing the
safety case (lead by LEl). WP3 aims to provide a
practical demonstration of training services that
may be provided by the foreseen SITEX network. A
pilot training module will focus on the
development of training modules at a generalist
level, with emphasis on the technical review of the
safety case, based on national experiences,
practices and prospective views. The training
modules will integrate the outcomes from WP1,
WP2 and WP4 and support harmonisation of the
technical review processes across Europe.

WP4 - Interactions with Civil Society (lead by
Mutadis). WP4 is devoted to the elaboration of
the conditions and means for developing
interactions with Civil Society (CS) in the
framework of the foreseen SITEX network, in view
of transparency of the decision-making process.
The future SITEX network is expected to support
development of these interactions at different
levels of governance and at different steps of the
decision-making process. Three thematic tasks,
namely R&D, safety culture/review and
governance will be addressed by institutional
experts and representatives of CS within SITEX-I|
as well as externally through workshops with
other CS organisations.

WP5 - Integration and dissemination of project
results (lead by CV REZ). The overall objective of
WP5 is to produce a synthesis of the results
achieved within all the WPs of SITEX-Il together
with an Action Plan that will set out the content
and practical modalities of the future Expertise
Function network. WP5 will also foster the
interactions of SITEX-Il with external entities and
projects, as well as the dissemination of SITEX-II
results so as to allow possible considerations from
outside the project in the process of developing
the future SITEX network.

WP6 - Management and coordination (lead by
IRSN).

Contact: D. Pellegrini (IRSN), SITEX-Il Coordinator
delphine.pellegrini@irsn.fr

Further details on the SITEX-Il project and its
outcomes are available at www.sitexproject.eu
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ABSTRACT

This report is the fourth deliverable prepared by the SITEX-II project group for Work Package 3
Training and tutoring for reviewing the Safety Case. One of the objectives of Work Package 3 was
to develop and test in practise a training module with main focus on Regulatory review of Safety
Case process, methodologies and challenges. The implementation of pilot training session gave
the opportunity to get feedback from the 18 trainees. The present report provides the results of
training evaluation by the participants (trainees, lecturers) and the summary about lessons learnt.
Organisation of pilot training session served as a tool to analyse the potential and capabilities of
lecturers to contribute to training service of SITEX network. Obtained feedback provides valuable
suggestions for further improvement and development of the training service of the future SITEX
network in the field of preparation of experts in safety of geological disposal.
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1 Introduction

To review the Safety Case of a deep geological repository, experts with wide ranges of
competencies are required. During the SITEX 7FP project (2012-2013), five different types of
experts being involved in the technical review process were identified (generalist experts,
environmental experts, numerical modellers, risk experts, experts in long-term safety) and their
necessary knowledge and skills were compiled into “experts’ profiles”. According to the Terms of
Reference [SITEX, 2014a], Training and Tutoring will be one of the services provided by this
network. A plan for competence development in expertise of radioactive waste disposal safety
was developed [SITEX, 2014b], including the setting up of a training programme.

Work Package 3 (WP3) of SITEX-Il aims at demonstrating the implementation of a training service,
including both technical and management aspects, by developing and testing a training module
devoted to all experts involved in the Safety Case review process and generalist experts in
particular. As such the first module of the proposed programme was selected for the
demonstration. Duration of one week was decided upon for the demonstration and several topics
were selected for presentation.

The tasks under the activities in WP3 have been fulfilled by cooperation among technical safety
organisations, research organisations, nuclear regulatory authorities, Civil Society experts and the
European Nuclear Safety Training and Tutoring Institute (ENSTTI).

The topics identified for inclusion in the general training module were the following: radioactive
waste management, the safety basis and the legal and regulatory framework, disposal concepts,
the safety case, safety assessment, design optimisation and management of uncertainty,
interacting processes, development of limits, controls and conditions, supporting research and the
regulatory review process.

The technical and management aspects were tested by making use of the course development and
evaluation scheme used by ENSTTI as part of its management system. The system provides for
course preparation by way of course development and evaluation processes, the latter
undertaken by course participants and lecturers. The former involves syllabus development,
lecturer selection, registration and general course administration.

Task 3.3 of WP3 of SITEX-Il project has been devoted to the implementation and testing in practice
the training module on Regulatory review of Safety Case of geological disposal.

This deliverable presents the summary of the training session evaluations provided by the
trainees, their achievements in general and lessons learnt to be considered in the future.

2 Evaluation of the training development

Syllabus

Development of the training course description and syllabus was undertaken by iteration of the
proposals provided by ENSTTI, LEI, IRSN within WP3 (for more details see [SITEX-Il. 2017a]). This
process was effective and produced a balanced training agenda within the constraints of the one

(D-N°:3.3) — Lessons learnt from the pilot training module 5
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week period adopted for the pilot training session. From the pilot training session feedback
possibly more emphasis should have been given to disposal concepts and design optimisation. The
topic of uncertainty management was not included and should be considered in future courses.
There was considerable interest in the actual Safety Case review and this is a topic for broader
consideration in the future.

Registration

The registration process was undertaken through the ENSTTI system and functioned adequately. It
had been decided that registration should be limited to around twenty participants with priority
being given to participants from SITEX-1l project organisations. In total twenty-one persons
registered with five being from non-SITEX-Il organisations and eighteen persons attended.
Thirteen lecturers were also registered. The registration mechanism functioned adequately, for
any future courses decisions would have to be taken in respect of differentiation between SITEX
network member organisations and others.

Financial aspects

It was decided that as this was a pilot training course no fees from trainees would be levied and
costs related to organization. Cost for travels and accommodations for lecturers were covered
within the SITEX-1I project budget. Cost for travels and accommodation for trainees were covered
by their organisations. A funding model will have to be developed for future training events.

3 Evaluation of pilot training session

The trainees were invited to evaluate the pilot training session by filling the evaluation form
provided by ENSTTI. The evaluation form consists of several sections such as for the evaluation of
general features, detailed evaluation of lectures, evaluation of workshops (exercises), suggestions
for future session. The filled evaluation forms (copies) are presented in Annex 9.3.

In total eighteen trainees took part in the training event. The trainees’ organisations were
classified as regulatory authorities (7 trainees), technical support organisations (7 trainees) and
research organisations (4 trainees) (Fig. 1). The training course attracted equally participants from
regulatory authorities and technical support organisations; research organisations also found it to
be interesting.

Based on the overall evaluation, the pilot SITEX training session was given a mark 18.4 out of 20.

(D-N°:3.3) — Lessons learnt from the pilot training module 6
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Number of participants

Regulatory authorities Technical support Research organsations
organisations

Fig. 1. Participants (trainees) of SITEX pilot training course by different type of organisation

3.1 DETAILED EVALUATION OF GENERAL FEATURES
While evaluating the content of the module, the possible answers were the following:
e Nothing new;
e Too general;
e Well-balanced;
e Too detailed;
e Too advanced.

The overall rating of the training course was mostly reported as “well-balanced” mostly as 83
percent (15 out of 18) of the trainees selected this option. Two trainees reported the content of
the training module as “Too general”. The remark as “sometime too detailed” was given by one
participant under his rating of the overall training as “well-balanced”.

Answers about the following general aspects were collected:
e Your evaluation of Module content;
e Practical information, logistic;
e Time management;
e Number of trainees;
e Interactive elements;
e General quality of teaching, lectures;
e Interest of technical visits;

e Interest of workshops;

(D-N°:3.3) — Lessons learnt from the pilot training module 7
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e Your teaching tools;
e Quality of handouts;

e Training room.

The evaluation summary of the general aspects is presented in Fig. 2.

Excellent 1 Good Average HLlow Noresponse
1.2 Your evaluation of Module content 1 # i | | § | 1 1 3
1.3 Practical information, logistic | 1 1 9 1 1 7 2
1.4 Time arrangement | % j$ % | } :; } } 2 %
1.5 Number of trainees 1 % % 9 % % } (?s } ; 1 %
1.6 Interactive elements 1 1 7 1 1 ‘ | 7 | ‘ 2 | 2 i
1.7 General quality of teaching methods | 1 1 10 1 1 ‘ | 6 | ‘ 1 1 ‘
1.8 Interest of technical visits ;) % % % % % % % % %
1.9 Interest of workshops 1 i 5 i | (; | ‘ ‘ 7 ‘ i
1.10 Your teaching tools 1 djl % : 7 : : % : 5 : %
1.11 Quality of handouts | % 6 i ‘ ‘ 6 ‘ ‘ 2 ‘ Jx i
1.12 Training room | 1 1 11% 1 1 s 1 ‘
0 ; L‘l é é 1‘0 1“2 1“4 1“6 £8 20
Number of responses

Fig. 2. Summary of the evaluation of general features of SITEX pilot training course

As it could be seen from the figure Fig. 2, the content of the module was reported equally as
“Excellent” and “Good” by 89 percent of trainees in total, while one participant reported it as
“Average”. Very similar evaluation appeared to be for the time arrangement. Practical
information, number of trainees, interactive elements, general quality of teaching methods and
training room were identified more times as “Excellent” (by 9-10 out of 18 trainees, 44-50 %) than
“Good” (by 6-7 out of 18 trainees, 33-39 %). Average score for the mentioned aspects was
indicated by one or two trainees. The training room was rated as “Excellent” by 11 trainees and
“Good” by 6 trainees. There were trainees who gave no response (one or two out of 18, 11 % of
the total number of trainees).

Technical visits have not been organized and thus their evaluation was not performed. A large
number of respondents (7) did not provide their evaluation regarding the “Interest of workshops”.
The title of this aspect do not contain term “Exercises” and thus it could be reasonable to relate
this to the fact that some trainees might not relate this line to the evaluation of their impression
on the practical exercises during the training.

(D-N°:3.3) — Lessons learnt from the pilot training module 8
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The evaluation of aspects “Your teaching tools” and “Quality of handout” received no response
from four or five trainees and as well as the remark as “Do not understand question” for teaching
tools and remark “More handouts”. As there were received more ratings as “Good” and
“Average”, put together, than “Excellent”, some actions should be taken to improve these aspects.

3.2 DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURES

The evaluation of the trainees’ interest in the topic presented in each lecture is summarised in
Error! Reference source not found..

TRAINEES' INTEREST IN TOPICS OF LECTURE

High Average HLlow Noresponse

A.1OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
PROGRAMS (2.1.1)

A.2 OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT 1
PROGRAM AND RECENT DEVELOPMENTS (2.2.1)

A.3 GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS (2.3.1)

A.4 GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES (2.4.1)

N

A.5 OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC 1
EXPERTISE REQUIREMENTS (2.5.1)

B.1-B2. REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE (2.6.1)

C.1 REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES
(2.7.1)
C.2 REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO
IMPLEMENTATION (2.8.1)
D.1 DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES
(2.9.1)

D.2 SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT
PROGRAMMING (2.10.1)

D.3 STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PATHWAYS
EVALUATION PROCESS (2.11.1)

E.1RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY

CASE FOR RADWASTE DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION (2.12.1)

Lecture No, title (No. in evaluation form)

Number of responses

Fig. 3. Summary of the trainees’ interest in the topic presented in each lecture in the SITEX pilot
training course

As it could be seen from the figure the greatest interest (almost 90 percent) was expressed for
geological disposal programmes (Lecture A.3), geological disposal concepts and challenges
(Lecture A.4) and regulatory review and assessment processes and its challenges (Lecture C.1).

15 out of 18 trainees (83 %) expressed great interest in the topics related to regulatory
expectations of the Safety Case (Lectures B.1-B.2) and to the recent experience with regulatory
review of French Safety Case for radwaste disposal in clayey formation (Lecture E.1).

In general, all topics were identified as being of great interest by the majority of participants.
Weak interest in several topics might be attributed to the trainee’s current activities that might be
more focused on other aspects than Safety Case review. At early stages of the disposal programme

(D-N°:3.3) — Lessons learnt from the pilot training module 9
Dissemination level: PU
Date of issue of this report: 30/11/2017



fﬁ'fﬁﬂ'faff*ﬂﬂff”f network Sustainable network for Independent Technical
whasere, , CX - II EXpertise of radioactive waste disposal - Interactions
= o o and Implementation

implementation, topics relevant to the disposal concept or stakeholder involvement have a
potential to be focused on.

Fig. 4 presents the results of the evaluation of transfer of knowledge to the trainees. The first two
lectures were devoted to the overview of national radioactive waste management and disposal
programmes in several countries (Lithuania and Ukraine, Lectures A.1 and A.2) and to draw of the
context of the overall radwaste disposal process, differences in strategies, etc. rather than to
transfer a specific knowledge or specific practise. Thus, the rating as “Good” transfer of knowledge
by more than 66 % of the respondents is reasonably sufficient.

Among the rest lectures, the topics on stakeholder engagement and introduction to Pathways
Evaluation Process (PEP) (Lecture D.3) and about geological disposal concepts and challenges
(Lecture A.4) were rated mostly as “Excellent” (by 12 out of 18 trainees) and “Good” (5 out of 18
trainees) (Fig. 4).

TRANSFER OF KNOW-HOW

Excellent = Good Average HLow Noresponse

A.1 OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
PROGRAMS (2.1.2)
A.2 OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM AND RECENT DEVELOPMENTS (2.2.2)

5
5
A.3 GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS (2.3.2)

A.4 GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES (2.4.2)

(v}
=

A.5 OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC |
EXPERTISE REQUIREMENTS (2.5.2)

B.1-B.2 REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE (2.6.2) 11

C.1 REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS
CHALLENGES (2.7.2)
C.2 REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO
IMPLEMENTATION (2.8.2)
D1. DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES
(2.9.2)
D.2 SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT
PROGRAMMING (2.10.2)
D.3 STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PATHWAYS
EVALUATION PROCESS (2.11.2)
E.1 RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY
CASE FOR RADWASTE DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION (2.12.2)

10

11

Lecture No, title (No in valuation form)

6
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Fig. 4. Summary of transfer of know-how by each lecture in the SITEX pilot training course

Other topics, which were evaluated as transferring the know-how in excellent way too (by 10-11
trainees out of 18, i.e. 55-61 % of the respondents) and in a good way (by 4-7 trainees out of 18,
i.e. 22-38 %) are: regulatory review and assessment process and its challenges (Lecture C.1),
Regulatory expectations of the safety case (Lecture B.1-B.2) and design and conduct of supporting
research programmes (Lecture D.1).

Topics related to overall regulatory process and technical and scientific expertise requirements
(Lecture A.5), regulatory review, moving from conceptualisation to implementation (C.2),
Summary of current programmes and future joint programming (Lecture D.2) received slightly
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more rating as transferring know-how in a “Good” (9-10 out of 18 trainees) way than in
“Excellent” way (6-8 out of 18 trainees).

Several topics, such as geological disposal programmes (Lecture A.3), recent experience with
regulatory review of French safety case for radwaste disposal in clayey formation (Lecture E.1),
design and conduct of supporting research programmes (Lecture D.1), summary of current
programmes and future joint programming (Lecture D.2) received the “Average” rating in the
perspective of transferring of know-how by 3-5 trainees (16-28 %). Thus, these areas could be
advised for updating/improvement while preparing future trainings.

In summary, it is evident from the presented figures that the content and transfer of the know-
how got evaluations as “Excellent” and “Good” by a large majority of the participants. This
indicates a high quality of the training module itself and a good basis for further improvements.

The suggestions/recommendations given to the lecturers are summarised in Table 1.

Table 1. Suggestion for the lecturers (Question No. 2.14 in the evaluation form for trainees)

Suggestions, recommendations, comments Issue related to:

e Do not intercept the exercises with the lecture (it is hard to switch | Organisation (setting
on it and be focus). Work process was organized more effectively | the agenda)
on Wednesday.

e A handout with an abstract of each presentation could be very | Organisation
helpful (in addition to the slides) (preparation of
e Often very much text on slides, which is very helpful reading | material)
everything again alone, but during the presentation | even didn’t
need to start reading or looking at them as | would have never
finished reading until it was switched to the next slide. Text could
not support the presentation this way.
e Charts could be used more (text should be readable).

e Present SITEX before. Content of current
e More examples on real safety case. training module
e More examples from the practise. (lecture, exercise
e lllustrate by practical examples. material)

e Some more interaction exercises perhaps.

e For lecture A.4 Geological disposal concepts: general information
on the properties of different host rocks was missing. However,
the presentation of Bel V was complementary.

e As it was the first session given for this training it is true that some
presentations (generally about regulatory body role and IRSN) lack
a little bit of example. It could be an improvement to show more
examples of experience (more images and photos also is a plus).

e Discuss real reviews of disposal safety case including all stages of | Content of future
development, i.e. Generic/pre-constructional through site | training (setting the
selection to construction. training programme,

e More technical issues, experience of countries during siting, | objectives, etc.)
construction, URL activities, main issues and challenges for

(D-N°:3.3) — Lessons learnt from the pilot training module 11
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Suggestions, recommendations, comments

Issue related to:

different host rock formations, challenges for different design
concept (copper, concrete, steel, ...).

Because of different dialects it is helpful to try to talk slow and
clear.

1 trainee had problems to understand some of lecturers because
they were struggling to find the right words.

Do not miss the slides. Sometimes the lecturers switched to the
next slide too quickly, without enough explanation.

Organisation (giving a
lecture)

As it could be seen, the suggestions for the lecturers can be grouped according to the issue they
are related to (related more to organisation or to training content).

The recommendations about the topics to be included in this module are shortly presented in
Table 2. Analysis of the provided recommendations showed that some of the suggestions are
dedicated to the lectures already developed for this training module, while the others are
suggested to be included in the training programme for future training.

Table 2. Suggestions of additional topics to be included in the lectures (Question No. 2.15 in the
evaluation form for trainees)

Recommendations, suggestions

Issue related to:

General overview of waste management situation in European
countries and waste streams.

Geological disposal in all countries.

Which solution is chosen for each country.

1 trainee found comparison about different concepts very
interesting (e.g. different types of canisters used internationally),
but it was said too little about this slide.

Lecture D.3 could do with more examples and possibly more
details on positives and negatives.

“Real” representatives of civil society could bring a different angle
to the discussions.

Content of current
training module
(lecture, exercise
material)

(D-N°:3.3) — Lessons learnt from the pilot training module
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Recommendations, suggestions

Issue related to:

e Alecture on siting process experience (Switzerland, e.g.).
e A presentation from NGO’s (e.g. MKG) on their experience and
expectations during participation along the decision-making

process.
e Technical topics.
e FEPS.

e Waste conditioning techniques.

e Comparison of the existing “waste container” solutions, their
advantage and disadvantages.

e A separate lecture on main waste degradation processes (with
examples), “waste-container” interactions; tectonics->host rock
properties

e Underground laboratories research.

e Uncertainty management.

e Aseparate lecture on treatment of uncertainties.

e Review of safety assessment.

e Difference in approach to review of operational+post-closure
safety cases.

e Alecture on “how to write a regulatory guide” on specific topic or
“how to write an advice” on the specific document presented by
operator.

e Sample questions to be considered and discussion of regulatory
expectation for satisfying that in the safety case. i.e. worked
examples.

Content of future
training (setting the
training programme,
objectives, etc.)

3.3 DETAILED EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS (EXERCISES)

13 trainees (out of 18) expressed their great interest in the practical exercises; one trainee
indicated his average interest in practical activities (Fig. 5). No response was given four times. The
section of the evaluation form dedicated to the evaluation of workshops does not have indication
of term “Exercises” in it and thus this might be a reason for that number of “No response”.

(D-N°:3.3) — Lessons learnt from the pilot training module
Dissemination level: PU
Date of issue of this report: 30/11/2017

13




S Technical Experlise nelwork Sustainable network for Independent Technical
i, , EX - II EXpertise of radioactive waste disposal - Interactions
RS o and Implementation

Interest of practical exercises

14

10 - -

High Average Low Noresponse

Fig. 5. Results of the trainees’ evaluation of their interest in practical exercises

While evaluating the usefulness of the practical exercises 13 trainees indicated them as “Well
balanced” and one trainee indicated as “Too general” (Fig. 6).

Usefulness of practical exercises

14

Nothing Too general Well Too Too No
New balanced detailled advanced response

Fig. 6. Results of trainees’ evaluation of usefulness of practical exercises

The overall evaluation of the practical exercises as “Excellent” is high (50 %), three trainees out of
18 (17 %) identified them as “Good”, Fig. 7. However above 30 % of the respondents did not
provide their rating. This, once again, might be related to the evaluation form as not indicating
term ,Exercise” in line with term “Workshop” and lack of communication on this aspect. On the
(D-N°:3.3) — Lessons learnt from the pilot training module 14
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other hand, it may indicate that some respondents possibly had difficulties to rate these activities.
Following this, it could be reasonable to take some actions related to getting more responses as
well as to improve the practical exercises.

Overall evaluation of practical exercises

10
Y
8 |
2 S e
6 R PP
S S
S e
3 doooe| b e e
Y I L S [ S S I
1 4| b | e
0 T T T T

Excellent Good Average Low Noresponse

Fig. 7. Results of overall evaluation of the practical exercises

Some comments/suggestions were provided by the trainees for the practical exercises in terms of
organisation and content (what additional topics should be included). The summary is provided in
Table 3.

Table 3. Suggestions of trainees for the practical exercises in terms of organisation and content
(Questions No. 3.2, 3.3 in the evaluation form for the trainees)

Suggestions, recommendation Issue related to:
e More workshops (exercises), possible 1 per training day. Organisation
e We did understand at the beginning that we were supposed to do | (communication, clear
(level of details, need to specify the rules) during PEP exercise. definition)

e Sometimes there was too much information. A little less but
instead a summary of what we have learned today (as slides with
guestions like “what did you learn about .?”, “How does it work,
which steps to take in order to ...?” and group discussion) would
deepen the knowledge instead of overloadlng the participants.

e |t was perhaps assist the tutees if there was no information
regarding the detail of waste and disposal concept to help in
developing specific targets, etc. The danger with retaining the
scope at a wide and generic level is that participants simply relate
the lecture/guidance (e.g. SSG-31) rather than considering how
these should be applied.

e The exercises have been very creative, entertaining and helpful.

e A lecture about opinions and methods to keep memory of the | Content of future
(D-N°:3.3) — Lessons learnt from the pilot training module 15
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Suggestions, recommendation

Issue related to:

disposal could be interesting.

Integration of operational safety with post-closure requirements.
A workshop on review of the “actual” (existing) document.

A workshop on the immediate “solution” of the unexpected
problem.

Could be interesting to combine such training with an actual visit
to URL (like Mont-Terri, HADES, Bure...).

training (setting the
training programme,
objectives, etc.)

3.4 SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE SESSION

A part of the evaluation sheet was dedicated to express recommendations, suggestions for the
training events in the future. The suggestions of trainees for the improvement of the Module are
presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Suggestions of trainees for the improvement of the Module (Question No. 4.1 in the
evaluation form for trainees)

Comment, recommendation

Issue related to:

To understand the safety case in its full complexity it would be
helpful to get a paper summarizing in a very short way with text
and diagram (understood as from IAEA SSG-23), the most
important facts and steps as during the presentations there were
covered so many info and sub-branches of the topic that | missed
the overview. | didn’t really understand the safety case until the
exercise. This summary should be given to the participants on the
first or second day but at least before the exercise.

Organisation
(preparation
material)

of

More interaction between lecturers and trainees in the lectures.
More interactive exercises.

Do not interrupt the exercise with another lecture as it happened
on Tuesday.

Organisation (giving a
lecture, exercises)

e More example, pictures for the most generic presentation | Content of current
B1/C1/D1. training module

e A few more exercises. (lecture, exercise

e PEP exercise is ok as a basis, but needs of improvement. material)

e Some of the topics could be extended and discussed in more | Content of future

detail.

training (setting the
training programme,
objectives, etc.)

Trainees of the pilot SITEX training expressed their interest in a tutorial in the following topics
and/or another ENSTTI course (if exists on such topic) related to:

Decommissioning;
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e Radiotoxicity (waste inventory);

e Waste conditioning technique;

e Inspections (waste);

e Radwaste management safety;

e Geological disposal concepts and challenges in different countries;

e Interaction processes between regulator and operator;

e More examples of safety case reviews, plus and negative points from reviews;
e Course on TSO and course relate stakeholders and to PEP;

e Design and conduct of repository R&D programmes;

e Some of the R&D topics (waste, spent fuel degradation, e.g.);

e Waste degradation processes;

e Overview of thermo-hidro-mechanical-chemical processes in geological repository;
e Monitoring;

e Safety case;

e Biosphere assessment (modelling)

e Modeling.

As it could be seen there is a wide spectrum of topics identified as interesting for the participants
of the pilot training session to go for more detailed analysis of particular issues in the
perspective of regulatory review.

4 Evaluations of pilot training session by lecturers

In total seven lecturers provided their evaluation of the pilot training session and their lectures,
exercises. From the perspective of general features four out of seven respondents participated in
the preparation of training content, three out of seven lecturers participated in the preparation of
timetable of pilot training session. It should be noted that several topics were developed by
several co-authors and the co-author participated in the preparation of the content and timetable.
The lecturers from the Associated Group of SITEX-Il project did not participate in the development
of training module and the timetable as they were not involved directly in WP3 activities. Almost
all (six) responded lecturers actively participated in the preparation of content (key words,
synopsis) for their lecture (exercise). For one lecturer it was addressed by the co-author of the
lecture.

While evaluating their lectures almost all lecturers indicated the right duration and only one
lecturer think his lecture was too detailed and too long. Six respondents noted that the trainees
were active and one “No response” was observed on this aspect. It was also highlighted by several
lecturers that they felt their lectures providing interactivity, clear pictures and schemes; providing
practical examples illustrating presented principles; that it was a good balance between a broad
overview of the R&D part and technical/more detailed description of the needs and it could be
interesting to go into more details about 1 or 2 needs with dedicated and technical presentations.

Among the weakness of the lectures, the respondents saw the needs to shorten some
information, to mention safety issue more, to improve the style of presentation making it less
formal. One lecturer acknowledged some of his personal difficulties with English language. One
lecturer acknowledged that giving the broad overview he felt sometimes "not enough prepared"
for some technical issues that were overviewed. A negative point in shortening the oral
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presentation of the lecture and going fast through some slides was also given by one lecturer for
himself. One of the lecturers pointed out that if knowing the participants’ composition these might
have been better targeted.

Based on the mentioned aspects, the lecturers had some suggestions to improve their current
lecture by adding more information and reviewing it again with project partners, by better
formulation of lecture’s goal and scope, by making the lectures more illustrated, by coupling the
lecture with more technical presentations on certain issues.

Majority of the lecturers do not stay with trainees during the all pilot training session (five days),
thus not all of them could provide the feedback about the practical exercises. Three lecturers
(leading the practical exercises and observing during the exercises) provided their evaluation on
these activities. They all pointed out the right duration of the exercises, active trainees. Regarding
the success of participants during the exercises two lecturers rated it as “Good” and one lecture
rated it as “Very good”. Leading lecturers highlighted that the exercise was very interesting and
had good feedback and trainees working in groups were quite enthusiastic. Neither particular
weaknesses of exercises nor the suggestions for their improvements were identified.

While providing their experience feedback and comment of the pilot training session the lecturers
mentioned the following aspects:

e very good preparation of lectures and exercises;
e it seems to be a good start;

e participants seemed to be interested and thus the lecturer has the feeling to answer to a
real demand.

Some suggestions to be considering for future training sessions were also given as follows:
e lecturers should be aware of content of other lectures no to repeat information;

e to foresee 1-2 more scientific-technical presentation on challenges/issues that are
suggested by TSOs;

e it could be interesting to do PEP exercise after presentations on specific safety case
reviews.

Based on the evaluation provided by the lecturers it could be concluded that the pilot training
session went considerably well, it attracted the right audience, confident and experienced
lecturers and have a good basis for further improvement.

5 Evaluation of trainees’ knowledge

Following the lectures and practical exercises, the trainees were given an exam. The exam sheet
was developed by all lectures in the form of questions with multiple choices of answers. The exam
guestions could be found in the project deliverable D3.3 (SITEX-II, 2017b) dedicated for all training
module material developed within the Project.

In total 17 trainees took the final exam; one trainee did not take the exam due to justifiable
reasons (unexpected health related issues). The maximal possible mark for the final exam was 20.
The distribution of the marks is presented in Fig. 8.
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DISTRIBUTION OF EXAM MARKS

M Frequency m Cumulative frequency

18

L e " S -

Number of trainees

<2 <4 <6 <8 <10 <12 <14 <16 <18 <20
Mark obtained (maximal mark=20)

Fig. 8. Results of the final exam taken at the end of the SITEX training

The average mark among the group was 13.7. It could be seen that in only three trainees out of 18
received a mark lower than the average. Six trainees obtained the mark between 14 and 16, five
trainees got a mark between 16-18, and one between 18 and 20. Based on these results it could
be concluded that quite a large number of trainees (12 out of 17, i.e. 70 %) received a rather high
mark and exceeded the average mark. One of the reasons for uneven distribution could be the
experience in the field of radioactive waste disposal the one could be named as the new comers
(with the experience of several months in the field) and more experienced experts (with
experience more than decade) took part in this pilot training session. The training module being
developed was dedicated to experts who already know the basics of the radioactive waste
management and disposal, safety principles, international guidance, etc. The prerequisites for
applicants in terms of having certificates of particular training before coming to SITEX training
were not set strictly, but the requested/recommended knowledge was listed in the training course
description (SITEX-1I, 2017a). Besides the links and recommendations were provided to all trainees
for taking some elLearning modules developed by the IAEA to gain or refresh their basic knowledge
of radioactive waste management and disposal.

(D-N°:3.3) — Lessons learnt from the pilot training module 19
Dissemination level: PU
Date of issue of this report: 30/11/2017



fﬁ'fﬁﬂ'faff*ﬂﬂff”f network Sustainable network for Independent Technical
what , CX - II EXpertise of radioactive waste disposal - Interactions
o o o and Implementation

6 Lessons learnt

The effective collaboration within WP3 led the training module material to be ready for testing at
the pilot training session. The module material developed was based on extensive experience
gained by different organisations such as research organisations, technical support organisations,
regulatory authorities, civil society organisations. A wide range of topics included in the module
demonstrates the complexity and broad scope of the radioactive waste disposal process and the
variety of aspects to be covered along the implementation and licensing of a geological disposal
facility. The module material also includes the recent findings from ongoing geological disposal
programmes and thus gives the participants the opportunity to understand and learn a lot about
the current status, key findings and remaining challenges of geological disposal implementation
process.

The key lessons learnt were as follows:

e There is a great interest in training on regulatory review of the safety case for geological
disposal and on a variety of related processes/activities necessary to support the
regulatory review. The review process requires the adequate understanding of the
geological disposal concept, overall requirements for repository implementation, safety
case development and safety case review, managing of an independent R&D programme,
interaction with various stakeholders, etc.

e The potential of the lecturers for the future SITEX training is high as the content and
transfer of know-how got evaluations “Excellent” and “Good” by a large majority of the
trainees.

e Based on the overall evaluation by trainees, the pilot SITEX training session was given a
mark of 18.4 out of 20.

e Summarizing the feedback provided by the lecturers, it was concluded that the pilot
training session went considerably well, it attracted both the appropriate and active
audience and the confident and experienced lecturers, and finally have a good basis for
further improvement.

e 70 % of trainees received a rather high mark and exceeded the average mark.

e Despite a high rating of positive evaluations of the lectures and exercises, there is still room
for further improvements. Suggestions provided by the trainees were grouped as related
to organisational aspects, related to the content of developed module and related to the
content of future training.

e The feedback received indicated a number of topics where participants felt more detailed
training would be of benefit specifically related to regulatory review and assessment.

The experience of development and implementation of the pilot SITEX training session, evaluation
of the feedback from all participants form an extensive basis for further development of the
training and tutoring services to be provided by the SITEX network.
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7 Future SITEX training

It can be concluded that the pilot training course was successfully implemented both technically
and administratively and that within the SITEX member organisations the necessary expertise is
available to present such training events. The financial implications for future training will have to
be given detailed consideration, and budgetary estimates can be made on the experience
gathered form the pilot training. The large number of lecturers involved in the pilot course would
make future events of with a similar number quite expensive, a factor that will have to be
considered in the funding model for future events.

Two possibilities can be contemplated for future training activities, both being integrated with the
activities of future SITEX network (Fig. 9):

- Participation in a full modular training programme would involve participants committing
to a series of different activities (training courses, laboratory visits, review project, etc.);

- the second option is participation in a series of training events over a defined period
involving general training module similar to the pilot course and a number of specialized
training focussed on the topics of participant’s interest.

Both options have advantages and disadvantages, administration of the training programme
proposed would require more resources, but would provide a more thorough and demonstrable
output and providing sufficient persons register and commit to the full programme, it would
provide a more sustainable programme. A series of discrete courses would be more
straightforward to administer, but their presentation would be contingent on the level of interest
expressed at the time of the course and there would be more uncertainty. The viability of either
option depends on the numbers of participants anticipated to be interested for each option and
the funding model determined.

Based on the discussions at the final SITEX-Il plenary meeting the example of a first set of more
specialized training to be developed in the near future could include:

- Training on technical review of Safety Case for geological disposal: from conceptualisation
to implementation accompanied with training in application of review grids and application
this tool for real safety case; the presentation of results and experience at the workshop of
SITEX network working group dedicated for technical review of Safety Case;

- Training on interaction with civil society along implementation of geological disposal
(interaction with R&D, intergenerational governance, social science, citizen science in
relation to geological disposal, etc.) accompanied by comprehensive demonstration and
analysis of PEP tool. The feedback could be discussed at the workshop of SITEX network
working group dedicated for further development of tools and methods for interaction
with civil society;

- Training on disposal concept development and R&D to support the review of Safety Case
for geological disposal (development of disposal concept, setting the research programme
(i.e. safety requirements driven R&D), managing the research, integration of site
characterisation results in safety assessment, repository design and engineering,
environmental impact assessment and to support geoscientific understanding of site, etc.)
accompanied by visits to scientific labs, URLs.
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Generic training for all experts

tested in pilot training session

—

TRAINING ON REGULATORY REVIEW OF SAFETY CASE (SC) OF GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL (common core module) —

v

Specialized training for generalist experts

Training on technical review of SC for geological
disposal: from conceptualisation to implementation

+ Application of Project on review of
review grids existing safety case

1
1

Training on interaction with civil society along |
implementation of geological disposal 1

1

1

1

1

+ PEP exercise

|
Training on disposal concept development and R&D to :
support the review of SC for geological disposal =
|
|
|

+ Lab visits

Participation in workshops of particular SITEX network
working group

!

Specialized training for environmental experts

Introductory
-> -
training

Specialized training on review of environment related
aspects of Safety Case (set of training activities)

Participation in workshops of particular SITEX network working group

Specialized training for numerical modellers

Introductory Specialized training on review of modelling related
training aspects of Safety Case (set of training activities)
pa
Participation in workshops of particular SITEX network working group
Specialized training for risk experts and material engineers
Introductory Specialized training on review of modelling related
training aspects of Safety Case (set of training activities) <

Participation in workshops of particular SITEX network working group

------ > Example of potential interest for other expert profiles
—————— > Example of potential further integration of a part of training material

Fig. 9. Example of modular SITEX training programme
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The first two topics might be of interest of generalist and risk experts primarily. The third topic
would be of interest of generalist primarily, but it could also serve as introductory training for
environmental experts, risk experts, numerical modellers. Later on the dedicated training on
particular topic could be developed considering the needs of mentioned experts. A part of training
material could be also integrated later in the training of experts of other profiles.

Assuming that an ongoing training effort will be put in place by the future SITEX Network, ENSTTI
has included a training on regulatory review of safety case (SC) of geological disposal (common
core module) in its 2018 programme. Decisions will have to be made on the nature of future
training activities SITEX members to pursue and the funding model to be adopted early in 2018 to
firm up details of the course.
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9 Annexes

9.1 EVALUATION FORM FOR TRAINEES
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Training
COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

m1i1

w12
13
m14
15
16
w17
W18
m19
M 1.10
m111
w112

Content of Module :

Nothing new Too general Well-balanced  Too detailed Too advanced

a O O O O

Excellent Good Average Low
Your evaluation of Module content
Practical information, logistic
Time management
Number of trainees
Interactive elements
General quality of teaching, lectures
Interest of technical visits
Interest of workshops
Your Teaching tools

Quality of handouts

OooooooooOood
OooooooooOood
OooooooooOood
OooooooooOood

Training room

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

M 2.1.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O

(| O

High Average Low
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W 2.1.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

L] Excellent [l Good L1 Average [ Low

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

M 2.2.1 Your interest in the topics presented

. High L Average . Low
W 2.2.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O O (|

Excellent [ Good Average Low
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS
M 2.3.1 Your interest in the topics presented

Hhigh O O

Average Low

W 2.3.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O M cood O (|

Excellent Average Low
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES
W 2.4.1 Yourinterest in the topics presented

H high O O

Average Low

W 2.4.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

m Excellent - Good m Average - Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

B 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

Hhigh O O

Average Low

W 2.5.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

m Excellent - Good m Average - Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

M 2.6.1 Yourinterestin the topics presented

O (| O

High Low

W 2.6.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Average

L1 Excellent [ Good L1 Average Ll Low
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REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES

M 2.7.1 Your interest in the topics presented

. High L Average . Low
W 2.7.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
O Excellent [ Good O Average [ Low

REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION
B 2.8.1 Yourinterest in the topics presented

Hhigh O O

Average Low

M 2.8.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

L] Excellent ] Good L Average L Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

M 2.9.1 Yourinterestin the topics presented

. High L Average . Low
W 2.9.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

L] Excellent L1 Good LI Average [l Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING
M 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented

Hhigh O O

Average Low

M 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

L] Excellent ] Good L Average L Low

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

M 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented

. High L Average . Low
W 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

L] Excellent L] Good LI Average [l Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR
RADWASTE DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

B 2.12.1 Your interest in the topics presented

Hhigh O u

Average Low

M 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

L1 Excellent L1 Good LI Average Ll Low

RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH
SAFETY CASE FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

M 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented

m High - Average m Low

B 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
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W 214

W 215

L] Excellent L1 Good LI Average LI Low

Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples”...)

What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?
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EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

m311

m312

m 313

W32

m 33

Your interest in the topics presented in the Workshops

[ High [ Average [ Low

Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops
Nothing new [ Too general Well-balanced— Too detailed |:IToo advanced

Your overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)

m Excellent - Good Average Low

Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

5/6



FUTURE SESSION

m41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

W42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this module?
[1vYes [1No

If so, which one?

M43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
[lyes [INo

If so, which one?

Name

Organization

Country

E-mail

Phone number

In Date

Signature
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COURSE EVALUATION BY LECTURER

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY

REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

m1i1
w12
13

w14

Did you participate in preparation of the Module content? [JYes [INo

Did you participate in preparation of timetable of the Module? [JYes [INo

Did you prepare the content (key words, synopsis)

for your lecture (workshop)? [JYes [INo
Comments

SELF EVALUATION OF LECTURE

LECTURE TITLE

m311

w312

313

m314

Duration of your lecture

Right duration L Too detailed too long . Too short . I don’t know
Attendees behavior
[ Passive [ Active
Interactivity and questions by the participants - Attendees were enough inquisitive
[] Too many questions ] misunderstandings [1language barriers

Self evaluation: highlights of your lecture

1/3



W 3.1.5 Self evaluation: weaknesses of your lecture

316

Suggestion to improve your current lecture

SELF EVALUATION OF WORKSHOP

WORKSHOP

m411

w412

m413

w414

m415

m416

w417

Working Group title

Duration of your working group
[JRight duration [1Toolong  [Tooshort [1/don’tknow

Attendees behavior
[] pPassive [ Active

How do you evaluate the success of the participants during the working group?
1 Very good ] Good [] satisfactory ] Not satisfactory

Self evaluation: highlights of your working group

Self evaluation: weaknesses of your working group

Suggestion to improve your working group
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FUTURE SESSION

m51 Your experience feedback and comments on this training session

W52 General suggestions to improve the training course in future

Name

Organization

Country

E-mail

Phone number

In Date

Signature
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Traimning

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY

REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

o111 Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed Too advanced

(] o P - ]

Excellent Good Average Low

W12 Your evaluation of Module content
m13 Practical information, logistic

B4 Time management

M5 Number of trainees

W16 Interactive elements

m17 General quality of teaching, lectures
H18 Interest of technical visits

H19 Interest of workshops

W 110 Your Teaching tools

B 1.11  Quality of handouts

CooCcOoCcxKOC OO
XUULUKUULXMNMY
CXNXNLULCUXLUU

M 1.12  Training room

L LUUL UL UULC Uy

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

M 217 Yourinterest in the topics presented

O O

& High Average Low




" M\

W 212 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent ™ Good O Average O ow

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

M 221 Yourinterest in the topics presented
&

M 222 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

High . Average = Low

e

= Excellent 'EGood L Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

M 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented

m/High = Average = Low
M 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
= Excellent S Good KAverage H Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

M 241 Yourinterest in the topics presented

W 242 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

High [ Average - Low
N Excellent O Good . Average = Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

W 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

m High = Average = Low

B 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

X O

2 Excellent Good Average . Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

M 261 Yourinterestin the topics presented

%H/’gh = Average = Low

B 26.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U Excellent X Good U Average 8 Low

2/2
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REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES

@ 271 Your interest in the topics presented

N High O Average O Low
W 2.7.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
O Excellent EI,Good O Average . Low

REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

[ | 2 8.1 Your interest in the topics presented

K a O

High Average Low

W 2.8.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

© O excellent @IGoodD Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

W 291 Yourinterest in the topics presented

O High IEI,zr-‘;verage O Low

W 292 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U Excellent 3 Good Average U Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

W 2.10.7 Your interest in the topics presented

= High NAverage O Low

M 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U Excellent B Goodd Average O Low

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

W 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented
X (afhr) X (hefre)
== Hagh X Average O Low

| 2. 11 2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

™ Excellent NGoodD Average O Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE

DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

M 2.12.1 Your interest in the topics presented
’E]/High DAverage o Low
W 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Oexcellent O Goodﬂ/Average O Low

3/3



RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH

SAFETY CASE FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

M 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented

= High = Average o Low

M 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
L] excellent D Goodd Average O Low

s .
B 2.14 Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples”...)

‘ L“*‘& @Lﬂtm& KXo L*\L\\\H‘&{w*{

of Fhe  (echures. becavse. ’\(L\(\,l_,__ 3y

i’

emtre  Shragalizg Vo Aind_the vight  cods,

W 215 What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?
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EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

W 311

N 31.2

N313

N 32

W33

Your interest in the topics presented in the Workshops
2 High l:]Average Low

Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops

d Nothing new = Too general Well-balancea[-‘-l Too detailed DToo advanced

Your overall eval%ion of the Workshops (content and organization)
Excellent Good Average Low

Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

5/8



FUTURE SESSION

W41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

ST INTS 13 'oc& on LoLwech (ecjr-wrscx r\o( R

W42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this

} module?
{Jves Owno
150, WHICh ON@? oo e e

W43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
¥ ves O nNo

If so, which one?

Name .Ab‘y \lea \é'.\‘s‘fl.".?'./.
Organization 6 RS

Country B 6 CAliat oo

E-mail CARNN ke \C '.‘__QCL“'_‘@ Kes Ae

Phone number
o Litheas i A606 AT

Signature

/{,(M(L"’
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ensttl SUFER
Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

|11 Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed Too advanced

L J )4 J L]

Excellent Good Average Low

M 1.2  Your evaluation of Module content \U _l 7] -
13 Practical information, logistic \d | - ]
B4 Time management _J | _J A
B 1.5  Number of trainees v 3 3 ]
W 1.6 Interactive elements (] ] . J
m17 General quality of teaching, lectures ‘M J 2 -
W18  Interest of technical visits ~ ] - J _
W19 Interest of workshops ~ L] i _J J
B 1.10  Your Teaching tools v . 2 3
B 111 Quality of handouts — ] J J _
W 112 Training room Ll V) . J

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

N 211 Your interest in the topics presented

U High 0 Average O Low



I

B 2.1.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

./
& Excellent O Good O Average O ow

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

M 221 Yourinterest in the topics presented

! tQ/High = Average = Low

W 222 |mportance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Excellent = Good = Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS
M 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented
E{High I:lAverage = Low

B 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O O ]

] Excellent Good Average Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

B 241 Yourinterestin the topics presented

N High s Average s Low

W242 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

W

" Excellent . Good = Average = Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

M 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

‘d High . Average . Low
B 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
ﬁ Excellent = Good = Average = Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

B 261 Yourinterest in the topics presented

\@ High U Average U Low

W 26.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

E’ Excellent U Good u| Average O Low

2/2
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REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES

B 2.71 Your interest in the topics presented

I High O Average O Low
W 2.7.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

a a (]

m‘ Excellent Good Average Low

REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

/
B 2.8.1 Your interest in the topics presented

L High Average O Low
W 282 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

ol
U excellent O GoodO Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

B 291 Yourinterest in the topics presented

/
b High O Average O Low

W 29.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

A
™ excellent O GoodO Average O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

B 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O \Q{ O

High Average Low

W 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

\Q/Excellent 0 Good Average O Low

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

M 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented

/
\Q High O Average . Low

W 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

/
\_,Fﬁ Excellent 0 Goog™ Average O Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE

DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

B 2121 Your interest in the topics presented

\@ High O Average O Low

B 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

‘“
N/Excellent U Goodd Average U Low

3/3



RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH
SAFETY CASE FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

W 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented

High = Average = Low

W 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O Excellent U Goodd Average O Low

| 2}.14 Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more exan?ples”...)
Ay W were 1Yy rppeven cedd
oo lat LVl O et .{7 Lo wte ol LA a bttt
B Wo)ll, Tuw e prestedod coce
A ) (ot L x apples

.......... 7

M 215 What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?
4 .
Ao emoupln D?D? geew el ld
Cen 0 Hlon 2,0,,\’ Mot Sy o /5 ¢ Zo/':,e,c:’.aw
coudol  #C given At oo wteqd

'/ -;?,O[.{ }:--».Tj' Lot / u f f/d o (dﬁﬂ/
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EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS
I

W 3.1.1 épur interest in the topics presented in the Workshops
High o Average O Low

B 3.1.2 Your evaluation of the usefulnessijaf the Workshops

O Nothing new O Too general WeII-ba/anceaD Too detailed EIToo advanced

B 3.1.3 Your overall evallﬁ‘tion of the Workshops (content and organization)
o Excellent Good O Average Low

m32  Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

A wer ry  geod /~ olo et mach -

ol ey ce = Zro . M,sz Lt /L/bz:f.?cc/” (/‘j-f«.j/
podamedd g gl wadt w{fﬂ ol fat

lu oyl ctidin (DD e e’ alwpid -
N33 What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

LUW/& : (M %0 s .
c,b“f/td(j;;/"u nove (/Z}.LW(]O

~

ﬂ@@ufjp// L /’W?j

;/é’r‘mz:’azt ((“/;;:i

e By (LE/ML
ik

!
L}
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FUTURE SESSION

W41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

W42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this
module?

O ves O wo

~e

1£80, WHICh ONE? ..o o et i et e e L

H43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
O ves O nNo

If so, which one?

Name
Organization
Country
E-mail

Phone number

In . Date

Signature
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Training
COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

|11 Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed Too advanced

D o ¥ ] |

Excellent Good Average Low

W 1.2  Your evaluation of Module content 0] = - ]
H13 Practical information, logistic 0 - 7 1
B 14  Time management LJ 2 _J -
W 1.5  Number of trainees O -] 3 _
B 16  Interactive elements | _ ] J
u17 General quality of teaching, lectures LJ - o .
B 1.8  Interest of technical visits N-A- O ] 7 3
W19 Interest of workshops L] | _ _J
M 1.10 Your Teaching tools J 3 N 3
B 1.1 Quality of handouts J J _ 2
B 1.12 Training room L .| | J

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

M 211 Your interest in the topics presented

® ‘High gAverage . Low



W 21.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O excellent  Good O Average O row

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT

DEVELOPMENTS lhe CR e'lﬂl’al A !ao‘fo .
Wm221 Y int t in the topi ted (
2. resen X “MI'
our interest In the topics p an Jn}mhp\i(j tane , | +

! M High = Average O ow awane akout b | .

B 222 importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
= Excellent ~ - Good = Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

B 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented

M*High = Average = Low
M 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
Excellent O Good = Average O Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

M 241 Yourinterestin the topics presented

WHigh = Average = Low

B 242 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

@ Excellent = Good = Average o Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

M 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

QLHI’gh = Average = Low

M 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

&

= Excellent Good = Average ] Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

M 261 Yourinterestin the topics presented

= High = Average = Low
W 262 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

4 Excellent U Good a Average 0O Low

2/2



REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES

B 271 Your interest in the topics presented

O

ﬁ‘High O Average Low

W 2.7.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

a O

Low

o Excellent 'L Good Average

REQULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

s
W 2.81 Your interest in the topics presented

& O O

High Average Low

W 2.8.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

~ O excellent Good Average U Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

B 291 Your interest in the topics presented
gHigh |:]Average o Low
B 2952 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U Excellent & Good Average O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

B 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented
D High I:lAverage . Low
M 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U Excellent O Good[I Average U Low

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

B 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented

o High ““ Average . Low

B 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

o Excellent O Goodl Average O Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE

DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

M 2.12.7 Your interest in the topics presented

&4 High O Average . Low

W 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent  [J GoodO Average O Low

3/3



LINNY

RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH
SAFETY CASE FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

W 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented

- High = Average = Low

W 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O excellent O Goodd Average O Low

f‘ M " "
B 714 Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples”...)

As iy was Ahe ,g,'_,_%\, e o0 Opiven gog jmb..hai.d‘-nsav, s Ajue hat

some - peentations ( Gemmd/% abouk RR rale & \.‘RS&_,)A,QQ-.,‘—&.Q;U tl

of experian®. (m\mo%u@p\r\o('ofaﬁwd\’s capluo)

B 215 What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?

For the fopcs T Ahindk il wan guibe complates
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EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

@ 3.1.1  Yourinterest in the topics presented in the Workshops
High . Average Low

W 3.1.2  Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops
. Nothing new O Too general EWeII-balanceoEI Too detailed l:‘IToo advanced

i
B 3.1.3 Your overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)
o Excellent X Good - Average Low

W32  Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

Nsdo (Mol of dekalls , mood Ao J‘fea%jf”o_m[ﬂa ) cluking A exancise

PepP emcisma |

H 33 What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

v |



FUTURE SESSION

W41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

Mo metr opralishe pasen kalied . BAL [ DA

7 W42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this
- : module?
O ves O o

If so, which one?.

W43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
& ves O No

If so, which one?

T ol see fus dfers onENSTT eebsite .

Name CAurelle GaLzy .
Organization BQQ \/

Country M%UJM\ .

E-mail Mﬂh.ﬁ‘%o-%a@ bﬂi\/b&
Phone number . CD37- 434 . 5-" 36 6? I N

In /"6/06{/'? n Date -

Kaunon

Signature

6/6
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Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

|11 Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed Too advanced

] N X ] LJ

Excellent Good Average Low

B 1.2  Yourevaluation of Module content x 1 3 |
W13 Practical information, logistic b{ 3 - -]
14 Time management X _J | 2
M 1.5  Number of trainees ﬁ _J 3 _
m16 Interactive elements 2( _ J _
W17 General quality of teaching, lectures ')‘\ J J -
W18 Interest of technical visits [l - 2( 3
W19  Interest of workshops )4 _J - J
W 1.10  Your Teaching tools ] J 7] 3
M 111 Quality of handouts M a1 | |
M 1.12 Training room 9( - J J

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

B 211 Yourinterest in the topics presented

0 High XAverage O Low



. \‘

W 2.1.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

LI excellent U Good KAverage O Low

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT

DEVELOPMENTS

M 221 Your interest in the topics presented

! = High ﬁAverage = Low

W 222 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

= Excellent L Good %\‘werage = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

W 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented

= High szAverage L] Low
B 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

L Excellent = Good &/Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

B 241 Yourinterest in the topics presented

= High XAverage = Low

W 242 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

= Excellent = Good ﬂ Average O Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE

REQUIREMENTS

M 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

MHigh L Average = Low
M 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
MExcel/ent = Good = Average = Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

M 261 Yourinterestin the topics presented

MHigh . Average = Low

W 2.6.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

ﬂ Excellent O Good O Average O Low

2/2



REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND (TS CHALLENGES
@ 271 Your interest in the topics presented

EHigh O Average O Low
W 2.7.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
‘Eﬁ' Excellent O Good 0 Average O Low

REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

J .
W 2.81 Your interest in the topics presented

O a a

High Average Low

@ 282 |Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

" Oexcellent O Goodd Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES
B 291 Your interest in the topics presented

a

Jﬁ High D Average Low

W 29.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O Eexcellent O GoodﬁiAverage O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

W 2.70.1 Your interest in the topics presented

}g(High O Average O Low

B 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O Excellent }ﬂ Goodl] Average O Low

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP
W 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented
0

ﬁhfigh O Average Low

W 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

H Excellent O GoodD) Average O Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE

DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION
M 2.12.1 Your interest in the topics presented

gHigh Ll Average L Low

M 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

[0 Excellent _Ig{soodD Average O Low

3/3



RECENT EXPERIENCES '\IM;T,--"‘I:-:J.:PICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH
SAFETY CASE FOR GE;/:-’.‘-GICAL DISPOSAL

W 2.13.1 Your interést in the topics presented

Dﬂfgh o Average U wa
M 2.13,2" Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

/ U excellent 0 Goodd Average O Low

»
S - H q " "
B 214 Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples”...)

A Lﬁuotlrul unwu e rvey (-L,L'f')\\r(t(_\x ob
_Q.aL‘QL Pveasal obion conlok U uervt%_
MF eut Q,._«, (1(15L;.11¢L\ -4]{3‘ IP’-.J_ ,O;Q-L (_J-ﬂﬂ > * :

W 215 What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?

4/4



EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS  EXE £ [SE.5

W 3.1.1  Your interest in the topics presented in the Worksheps Exévcinens
R/Hfgh & Average Low

W 3.1.2  Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops Exe,.,cg,,w
= Nothing new O Too general g Well-balanceaD Too detailed l:lToo advanced

13
! — .

B 3.1.3 Your overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)
R Excellent . Good S Average DLOW

W32  Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

W 33 What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

§/5



FUTURE SESSION

W41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

C"f’?-eolw. Ao e. "Lé ‘\(LM«._, GO -
C—DV‘L‘I/M,‘I:AJ_CL I u.uLk MC.MW\.EMCL ,:]r\-a o~ La/

c~°§""mul—xo~« bmcé sy wotliash (

W42 Would you be interested in a
module?

X ves O nwNo

If so, which one?  — /BO.JFQ Caoane

] -Rau&dou ik or@ako\,

utorial in one of the topics presented on this

e

M43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
R‘ Yes Ono

If so, which one?

Name D

Organization —Sﬁagvo <o {i‘:j’ e;.ljai—gﬁ

Country 6"7
CEmall + q’ﬂ ©)30.. /18333 /{843
~Phone number Cl'\ml—-wa QJWCJQQ.-Q @ —QJEL QuMDl oLa

n oumon . pate A6. 06. 204 F

Signature C ELVJZQ/S
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Technical Expertige network

Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

H11 Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed Too advanced

U i (. J L

Excellent Good Average Low

M 1.2  Your evaluation of Module content O | -
m13 Practical information, logistic d Z |
B 14  Time management U ya J
M 1.5  Number of trainees O A4 -
W 1.6 Interactive elements J Vi J
u17 General quality of teaching, lectures LJ P4 J
W 1.8  Interest of technical visits O 4 3
B 1.9  Interest of workshops LJ 4 -J
M 1.10  Your Teaching tools 74| :] 3
B 1.11  Quality of handouts 7 J 2
B 1.12 Training room L 4 J

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

W 211 Your interest in the topics presented

a a

High z[Average Low



XY

W 2.1.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O excellent 12 Good O Average O Low

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT

DEVELOPMENTS

B 221 Your interest in the topics presented

! = High I Average = Low

..

B 222 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Excellent z Good = Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS
M 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented

7 High = Average = Low

M 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Vi

Excellent Good = Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

M 241 Your interest in the topics presented

4 High = Average = Low

B 242 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

»
= Excellent Good O Average = Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE

REQUIREMENTS

W 251 Yourinterestin the topics presented
4 High = Average - Low

B 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U Excellent Q Good = Average O Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

B 2,61 Your interest in the topics presented

4]

B 262 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

High = Average = Low

) Excellent [ZGood ] Average O Low

2/2



REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND (TS CHALLENGES
® 2.7.1  Your interest in the topics presented

[ZHigh . Average . Low
W 2.7.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O O

O Excellent % Good Average Low

REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

I
B 2.8.1 Your interest in the topics presented

@ O a

High Average Low

W 282 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

~ [ Excellent Good Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

B 291 Your interest in the topics presented

O O

High I“—‘fAverage Low

W 292 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

D excellent 0 Good@ Average O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING
W 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O Vi) O

High Average Low

B 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Oexcellent O GoodZ Average O Ltow

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

@ 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented
IZHigh I:lAverage O Low
W 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

A excellent O Good Average O Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE
DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

B 2121 Your interest in the topics presented
4 High O Average O Low
M 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

A Excellent 0 Goodd Average O Low

3/3



RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH
SAFETY CASE FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

M 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented

a,,. O a

High Average Low

W 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

B 215

3 .
b
W24

[J Excellent O coodd Average O Low

Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples”...

)

What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?

4/4



EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

W 311

W 312

N 313

m32

W33

Your interest in the topics presented in the Workshops

0 High O Average Low

Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops

. Nothing new O Too general . WeIl-ba/anceaD Too detailed DToo advanced

Your overall evaluation of the Workshoeps (content and organization)

= Excellent O Good Average DLow

Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

§/8



FUTURE SESSION

W41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

W42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this
module?

[l ves Cno

e

IF 50, WHICH ON@? woove e et it e

W43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
&ves Ono

If so, which one?

Name RIS GeaaTER.

. AGEWC vy

Organization . EXRO ™
Country ... W.le

E-mail

Phone number .. .Q7TRC.  Z¥fm TURB.. oo

o Date - (5_/9.,6./..«7

Signature ///ﬂ.i‘

6/6



Technical Expertise network

Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

|11 Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed  Too advanced

] i b/ J LJ

Excellent Good Average Low

B2 Your evaluation of Module content O Z( 3
W13 Practical information, logistic d Q( 3
B 1.4  Time management v | -
M 1.5  Number of trainees IZ/ 3 :l
M 16  Interactive elements ] S/ .|
W17 General quality of teaching, lectures M/ J 2
B 1.8  Interest of technical visits O ] 3
m19 Interest of workshops L] - _J
W 1.10 Your Teaching tools J Q/ 2
B 1.11  Quality of handouts O f _
W 1.12  Training room b’( - J

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

B 211 Your interest in the topics presented

0 7 0

High Average Low



W 2.1.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent géood O Average OLow

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

B 221 VYourinterestin the topics presented

o O 0 L w(iuu;\l‘/g

I High Average Low
W 222 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer / lL{)PhW‘CJ" U“‘j

Q/Excellent 0 Good D average  Hrow (,\e,me:!m_sl/

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

B 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented

High = Average O Low
B 2.3.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O

O Excellent Good Average O Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

B 241 Yourinterest in the topics presented

High = Average L Low
M 242 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O

Excellent Good = Average = Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

W 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented
, 0O O b wd ey
High Average Low
M 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O

Excellent s Good = Average Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

M 261 Yourinterest in the topics presented

o O O

High Average Low

M 26.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent Iz{Good O Average O Low

2/2



c .

REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES

B 2.71 Your interest in the topics presented

lzrHigh O Average U Low
M 2.7.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
|z/Excellent O Good O Average - Low

REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

|
B 281 Your interest in the topics presented

o, a 0

High Average Low

MW 282 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

© O Excellent Q/Good[] Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPCRTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

W 291 Your interest in the topics presented \)%5 (& :
B/High I:]Average E]Low WAA {3.}9)‘»\.}5

W 2.9.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

E(Excellent 0J GoodO Average O Low
SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING
M 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented 0‘,,,‘,::, \m)«
O ]

High Igﬁverage Low \{‘AF AN
o 1){ .
M 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer N~

\uw‘('

Joorh
O excellent O Goon/Average O Low
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP \0 r))'\ {,W
W 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented ,g)d} \(t,( \"j

) al [
IQ/I-I/gh O Average = Low @& WM oN “'oe'
W 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer M \] %\)\

—’\)’Q/
U Excellent Q/GoodD Average O Low AL

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE
DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

B 2.12.1 Your interest in the topics presented
O O O

High Average Low
W 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent 0 GoodD Average U Low

3/3



RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH
SAFETY CASE FOR GEQLOGICAL DISPOSAL

W 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented

- High = Average = Low
@ 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O Excellent O GoodU Average U Low

]
! . I "
M J14 Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples”...)

B 215 What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?



EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

W 311

M 312

N 313

m32

W33

Igfrur interest in the topics presented in the Workshops
High Average Low

Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops
= Nothing new = Too general Well-balanceaEI Too detailed DToo advanced

Your overall evalu.gfion of the Workshops (content and organization)

Excellent Good Average Low

Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

5/5



FUTURE SESSION

W41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

A Tuinie  MokR . EXAMPLES  OF  SAFETY. CASE.

B BEWS. PLIAS AND. NEGRT(VE  POINTS . FROM. REVIEWS

~ 42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this
H module?

B Yes OnNo
If so, which one?... RAD,]"\ONH’ORJ NG..

W43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
O ves Ono

If so, which one?
Nor.. CLEAR.  WHAT.. CORRSES  ARE onN _ OFFER.
Wice NEED TO cook.,

Name Covip Comproeec
Organization ENU\RONMWACEI\’C‘/ T

Country uN""EO - KinepotA

E-mail ___@L\n .C'Q m‘.\)oe_\_\ @ enu_-{_roammt - a%ancﬁ . % oof..uh

Phone number ... . . T
Signature C\—){A:v\, CC(AM{)\QQM
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Technical Expertise network

Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL"

GENERAL FEATURES

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY

|11 Content of Module ;

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed Too advanced

L} o * -J LJ

Excellent Good Average Low

W 1.2  Your evaluation of Module content }{ _ ) J
H 13 Practical information, logistic x | ] |
W14 Time management Ll _ | A
M 1.5  Number of trainees 04 §/ 3 -]
W16 Interactive elements ] >é 2 _J
H7 General quality of teaching, lectures ;(( . <! -
B 1.8  Interest of technical visits O ] 3 -
w19 Interest of workshops /ﬁ ] J J
B 110 Your Teaching tools 73\/ J 3 J
W 1.117  Quality of handouts [] A 2 4
B 1.12 Training room ){ -] J J

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

W 211 Yourinterest in the topics presented

O ()

igh Average Low



B 2.1.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent ﬁGood 0 Average O tow

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT

DEVELOPMENTS

B 221 Yourinterestin the topics presented

;P § {High n Average O Low
M 222 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
= Excellent Good D Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

M 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented

%igh = Average = Low

M 232 |mportance of know-how and knowledge transfer

}ﬁ Excellent O Good = Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

B 241 Your interest in the topics presented

F(H/’gh = Average = Low

B 2.4.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

ﬁExce/lent L Good O Average = Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE

REQUIREMENTS

B 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

MHigh DAverage O Low
M 252 importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
Excellent L Good DAverage = Low
REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE
M 261 Yourinterest in the topics presented
%High l:]Average = Low
M 2.6.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
%Excellent O Good DAverage U iow

2/2



REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES

B 2.71  Your interest in the topics presented

_.ﬁHigh O Average o Low

W 2.7.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

y/Exce//ent . Good O Average O Low

REQULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

J
W 2.8.1 Your interest in the topics presented
Q/High L—‘IAverage O Low
W 2.8.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

b ;ﬁ/Excellent 0 Good Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES
W 291 Your interest in the topics presented

JEI High |:]Average = Low

W 29.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

@éxcellent 0 Goodd Average O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

B 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented
}g High DAverage O Low
B 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

!ﬁfExcellent U Good Average OLow

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

B 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented

u High MAverage O Low

® 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U Excellent a&/soodﬂ Average O Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE

DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

W 2.12.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O a

High Average Low

W 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

LS
%Excellent U Good Average U Low

3/3



RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH
SAFETY CASE FOR GEQLOGICAL DISPOSAL

B 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented

a

High L Average = Low

M 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

W 215

O excellent 0 Good Average U Low

]
! R Iz
M 214 Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples”...)

What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?

4/4



EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

@ 3.1.1  Your interest in the topics presented in the Workshops
Z\High DAverage - o Low

W 3.1.2 Your evaluation of the usefulnesjﬁf the Workshops
= Nothing new O Too general WeH—bar'anceoD Too detailed l:IToo advanced

3
!

W 3.1.3 .Your overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)
;E:xcellent - Good O Average Low

W32 Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

Do KE pep ExERSE fefore Ve
FXERCISE . BuT AFTER THAT | wWAS HAFPy (75
INTELEST ING TEOL.

W33 What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

5/5



FUTURE SESSION

W41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

H42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this

} module?
O ves %ﬁo

If so, which one? ... ... .

W43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
Hyes ONo

If so, which one?

Oy 1/(/ Vf TZM(MCP -4 pd— pe 6"3\53&1@(-0/7 '*(,‘/44’511“&20(

//*’1060442/1 T ?40/07{8:.%/ 'Zé/@g,?

Name PAEWS
TusTinavicus

Organization = .. 4 72201000100 e e e e e e e e e e L e e

Country A ,THQ”’N"A . o
E-mail . dmdu)f' hO_V/(:cW1é '&( ﬁ

Phone number

In Date '20[‘?06 46

Signature
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ensttl StrE
Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

|11 Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed  Too advanced

] L [ J L

Excellent Good  Average Low

W12  Your evaluation of Module content (] L3 - -
m13 Practical information, logistic O | ] ]
W14 Time management L | _J |
B 1.5  Number of trainees ] \_{_l 3 3
M 1.6  Interactive elements ‘:/_J _J - J
u17 General quality of teaching, lectures 1.-5] | J J
M 1.8  Interest of technical visits O -] 3 3
B 1.9  Interest of workshops U - - -
M 110 Your Teaching tools O ) 2 3J
B 1.11  Quality of handouts O 7] ] 2
M 112  Training room L) "/ J .|

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

B 211 Your interest in the topics presented

é O O

High Average Low



O

B 212 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Excellent U Good o Average U row

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

B 221 Yourinterest in the topics presented

; High = Average U Low
B 222 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
Excellent = Good = Average = Low
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

B 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented

o

High s Average = Low
B 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
Excellent L Good = Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

B 241 Yourinterestin the topics presented

High = Average = Low
B 242 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O

Excellent Good = Average . Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

W 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

O High Average H Low

B252 Igportance of know-how and knowledge transfer
O O O

Excellent Good Average Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

W 261 Yourinterest in the topics presented

= High Average = Low

H262 gportance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Excellent O Good O Average L ow

2/2



REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES

W 271 Yourinterest in the topics presented
B DAverage O Low
W 2.7.2 Importance of know-how and knowiledge transfer

a a O

|3

High

Excellent Good Average Low

REC.iULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

J
W 281 Y/our interest in the topics presented
ha O O

High Average Low
W 282 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

b b Excellent [0 GoodO Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES
B 291 Yourinterest in the topics presented

O a

High Average Low

W 29.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

EE Excellent  [J Good Average O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

B 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented

] O

High Average Low

W 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Qﬁ Excellent U Good[ Average O Ltow

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

B 211.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O High Average L Low

!

| 2.11.2£Amportance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Excellent  [J Good[d Average O Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE

DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

B 2.12.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O O

High Average Low

| 2.12.2( Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

B excellent O Goodd Average O Low

3/3



RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH
SAFETY CASE FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

W 2131 glour interest in the topics presented

High = Average = Low

M 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

1)

/
H214

®215

O Excellent 0 Goodd Average O Low

Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examptes”...)

What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?

4/4



EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

W 3.1.1  Your interest in the topics presented in the Workshops
High O Average O Low

M 3.1.2  Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops
Nothing new O Too general . Well-balanceal:I Too detailed ElToo advanced

W 3.1.3 Your overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)
Excellent O Good 0 Average Low

m32  Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

N33 What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

§5/5



FUTURE SESSION

W41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

W42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this

H dule?
! goYeL;e O no
If so, which one? ... m\f’l G'M( ﬁz"‘”é(% (*f Uty . K @'4(0

W43 l%ould you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
Yes O no

If so, which one?

—\‘{,’..—

Organization L E ,
fq/kzﬂméf fijfgj f Af
7

+410 612

Country

E-mail

/48

Phone number

In &W..L'W} A‘ﬂ““”"’"\“’ Date ,2@1 # 0 - {{—

Signature
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7y N

e Sttl i 221'55)5!’
Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

|11 Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed  Too advanced

LJ | -4 - L

Excellent Good Average Low

W 1.2 Your evaluation of Module content ] X ) 3
H13 Practical information, logistic Iq] - _ -
W14 Time management Y _J J L
M 1.5  Number of trainees xf J _ ]
W 1.6 Interactive elements | J 7 J
w17 General quality of teaching, lectures LJ A J o
B 1.8  Interest of technical visits O _ R _
W19 Interest of workshops L X . _J
B 1.10 Your Teaching tools O X - 3
B 1.11  Quality of handouts O X _ _
M 1.12 Training room ) - J -

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

M 211 Your interest in the topics presented

a

X High 0 Average Low



B 21.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O excellent Good | Average O Low

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

M 2.2.1 Yourinterest in the topics presented

4 e High = Average = Low

W 222 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

X O O

= Excellent Good Average Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

W 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented

g High . Average s Low

M 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Excellent = Good L Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

B 2.4.1 Your interest in the topics presented

XrHigh = Average = Low

B 242 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

ad

& Excellent Good = Average U Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

W 251 Your interest in the topics presented

x High = Average = Low
B 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
Excellent & Good D Average - Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

M 2.61 Yourinterestin the topics presented

qugh = Average D Low

M 2.6.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent KGood O Average U Low

2/2



XY

REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND TS CHALLENGES

W 271 Your interest in the topics presented

od High O Average O Low

W 27.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

a Excellent W Good I:IAverage = Low

REQULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

J
W 281 Yourinterest in the topics presented

O High MAverage O Low

W 2.8.2. Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

© Kl excellent O Good Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

W 291 Yourinterest in the topics presented

O High @ Average O Low

M 292 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

& Excellent [ Good Average O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

M 2.10.7 Your interest in the topics presented

bl High O Average D Low

M 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O Excellent O Goodi Average O Low

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

B 2.17.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O

X]
Average

O

High Low

B 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

M excellent [ Goodd Average O Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE

DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

M 2.12.1 Your interest in the topics presented

"BIHigh = Average o Low

W 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excelient 0 Good®™ average ™ O Low

3/3



A
oY
LINNY

RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL iSSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH

SAFETY CASE FOR GECLOGICA!L DISPUOSAL
B 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented

e
= High - Avarage = Low
W 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledgea transfer

[ excellent £ Gomr ! Average 5 Low

»
| J14  Your suggestlon for lecturers (for example, “show rmore examples”..

B 215 What additional topic:s should be included in the Lectures?

LU*QSt@ C&MU/LL@ Wme

Undorgrgunal  dolpdiines neresndn

4/4



EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

W 311

W 31.2

N 313

H 32

N33

Your interest in the topics presented in the Workshops
X High Average Low

Your evaluation of the usefulness gf the Workshops
. Nothing new U Too general Well-ba/anceaD Too detailed I:]Too advanced

Your overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)

. Excellent Good Average Low

Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

§/8



FUTURE SESSION

W41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

W42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this
module?

O ves X No

.

If so, whichone? ... ... ... . ... . ..

W43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
Kl ves Ono

If so, which one?

Wosh cmmhmw»y (ILC’UMU"

Name Pé/ QM 6 ULU—&U./LWL(
Organization . F—Py(\) C N

Country o V)J‘J&J/«AA e
E-mail WMW ; P&M@u#@w fUQOLr b@ |
Phone number ‘D g; é( 7d/ ?'& 04

In : . Date /lé/@é/g.o%q'

Signature

6/6



Tochnical Expertise network

|\
ensttl STEX-1
Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL"

GENERAL FEATURES

m1.1 Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed Too advanced

LJ o ™ J LJ

Excellent Good Average Low

W 1.2  Your evaluation of Module content W - 2 2
|13 Practical information, logistic ["_fl 3 J -]
B 1.4  Time management 0% | ) ]
B 1.5  Number of trainees 4 3 3 3
B 1.6 Interactive elements 2 . |
B17 General quality of teaching, lectures V) J 2 J
B 1.8  Interest of technical visits O ] | J
B 19  interest of workshops (v - Nl J
M 110 Your Teaching tools ™ a ] 3
M 1.11  Quality of handouts J J 3
W 1.12 Training room Y| - - J

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LiITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

W 211 Your interest in the topics presented

m High . Average O Low



W 2.1.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

e Excellent M Good O Average O ow

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT

DEVELOPMENTS

W 2.2.1 Yourinterest in the topics presented

! & High s Average = Low
W 222 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
Excellent O Good = Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

B 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented

g High = Average O Low

M 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Excellent L Good ] Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

B 241 Yourinterest in the topics presented

ri

High - Average = Low
M 242 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O

Excellent Good = Average U Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

W 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

o

M 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O O

[ Excellent = Good Average Low

High U Average . Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

M 2.6.1 Yourinterest in the topics presented

o m|

High Average = Low

M 262 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

M Excellent O Good O Average O ow

2/2



REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES

W 271 Your interest in the topics presented

M High O Average O Low
W 2.7.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
o Excellent U Good O Average O Low

REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

§
M 281 Your interest in the topics presented
o High 0 Average 0 Low
W 282 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

~ Excellent O GoodD Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

W 291 Your interest in the topics presented
o O 0

W 2.9.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

High Average Low

¥ Excellent [ Good Average O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

W 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented

%4 O ]

High Average Low
B 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Q’Excellent 0O Good™ Average O Low

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

W 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented

o O O

W 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

High Average Low

[ Excellent Good Average O Low -

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE
DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

M 2121 Your interest in the topics presented
& O O

High Average Low
M 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

M excellent O Goodt Average O Low

3/3



<~ RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH
SAFETY CASE FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

B 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented

= High O Average = Low

H 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

'
J
H214

U Excellent 0 Goodd Average U Low

Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples”...)

A s hond. to sordeh . ow \:Eo.mcl e L ;Joc, wh ] :

- '\Jcs;,\x. fc‘m&é ay Oy ..*-Rk!l\{,\\-ks:.}kﬂ-tl; PSS TR Q.HLQ.,‘\'_L\;LH

W 215

What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?

Resdens og SQ{&\W
FEP:s
GJM\.L'COQ. mw_m; ..... 0\: Wt.s-:}ﬁ—_ \.'\.\Q»u»&_\‘&..\.u\.\._.‘-i\. L udan -

'k-l..oux. LA F mtnckxmm Ccru.\.\'.tru_&), mﬁ_eﬁ U-JC\J'SU_ &t?u.t:‘-\-v\_g
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EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

@ 3.1.1  Ypurinterest in the topics presented in the Workshops
High O Average O Low

M 3.1.2 Your evaluation of the usefulnessfﬁf the Workshops
O Nothing new O Too general Well-balanceaD Too detailed I:IToo advanced

W 3.1.3  Your overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)
Excellent O Good u Average Low

W32 Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

H 33 What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

§5/6



FUTURE SESSION

B4 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

Y W42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this
H module?

™ ves O nNo
If so, which one?..... Radwoske . '.~-»mw%-»~& Wy .:.Q;{':{_a

W43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
dh Yes O nNo

If so, which one?
R&Aw;_&(e. \-'\J‘Jl.m.k_kf;\\ﬂ—/&-\a\_ﬂ..v«i ( Lh)mg-g_,ﬂbmw‘ M\HS&L
Q%J‘L\i@a-:-\ ! )

Name \\:cikuv»«%‘-‘:k BN e e e
Organization  ..oSTC . NRS . ...

Country .. A AR e e e e e s e

E-mail \ef-v_.“;'\.\i‘\\(— @;..E\.‘:{.—kc—. Cov . ua

Phone number

In Ko.»wsc.); Date (G ..Ewum 2O

Signature
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At
Tachaical Expertise network

Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

u11 Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed Too advanced

U U N J L
Excellent Good Average Low
B 1.2  Your evaluation of Module content o X 3 J 3
N3 Practical information, logistic o™ b~ _J |
B 1.4  Time management U M J . -
B 1.5  Number of trainees N 11 3 3 3
W 1.6 Interactive elements O M ¥R X ' 3
M7 General quality of teaching, lectures U 4 -J % J .|
B 1.8 Interest of technical visits ¢ \a"a O M 3 3 4
H 1.9 Interest of workshops Lw‘gﬁ%“& Y Xl ._l |
M 110 Your Teaching tools O n 3 > 3
M 111 Quality of handouts vnerc ' O = 3 X 3
MW 112  Training room M 2 4 . -
DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE
b¥

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS  (@/cise = Gud
B 211  Your interest in the topics presented J"“‘e Jou = e

'J'%jHigh o Average O Low fre conted




W 21.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

o
U excellent E;ﬁJGood ] Average U Low

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

H 221 Yourinterest in the topics presented

y ‘ﬁ]

f " High = Average = Low

M 222 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

e

= Excellent ]E, Good = Average D Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

M 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented

= High @')A{ferage . Low
W 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
w Excellent = Good ;éAverage t Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

M 241 Yourinterestin the topics presented

4|
= High T’é Average = Low

M 242 JImportance of know-how and knowledge transfer

E Excellent = Good = Average L] Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

M 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

= High g’Average [ Low
M 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O Excellent EDGood = Average L] Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

M 2.6.1 Yourinterestin the topics presented

%high = Average O Low

B 26.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent iEGood tl Average O Low



REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES

W 271 Yourinterestin the topics presented

tT_TEINHIgh 0 Average O Low
W 2.7.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
o Excellent QGood . Average = Low

REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

/
M 281 Your interest in the topics presented

D S
o O 0 GEOF , AR
High Average Low wre _\‘,,;“-\-"T) \&\.
A ‘f\ \'{L‘""

W 2.8.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer o

© O Excellent @GoodD Average O Low

D.ADESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

B 291 Yourinterest in the topics presented

O O X

High Average Low

W 2.9.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O Excellent RGoodD Average O Low

?2_ SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

D3

EA

B 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented ok W‘@
(-]
B O O 070 ™ Seoc ¥
High Average Low Jer bw

W 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O Excellent  B¥Good Average ULow

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

W 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented

E)High O Average o Low '“t(\
WS o L
M 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer 3 V_,'M\‘-’\‘b\v "
P e A one 2
== sl \";0"' ik [~ LS
H Excellent B GoodO Average ULlow pxet€ i
Q™

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE
DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

M 2.12.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O O

High @Average Low

B 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O Excellent O Good@Average O Low

3/3



ElRECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH
SAFETY CASE FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

W 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented

= High = Average = Low

W 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U Excellent U Goodd Average O Low

’

L]
4' . 1 "
B 214 Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples”...)

s\oo and a\gas

- OnadiSEad b Laed trose (1 Phowad be readoblat) |
O e micda A on he shdes LIS nery
he\p(ul Lafren adieye vesginicey copmalgne bud sy
the prosendeten leven Aidnd need do Stack v&:d&«d o= Locluia

W 215 What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?

I {ound Yre conondsom ebeah the dffeent Cmeph

veryy nleseoting (eg i Reeen 14000 of Caninkd waed
wyeaXonay ) | buk @ Loon Said tes L#l abowd

dats Nde . | Loancudesn o find oud Moese.
Cljou r\o(‘\r\q\\% Bee. Conlegh™> o OXG*\Q.S-\&A&U\%))
Lepg Yrem s Summared Wen 0ice

ol o an | Losed Nave noses Batshad \eadu\%
& ueltl i wen Owered todhe ot Shde
2 Y Couddrd Suppad lke?\w~\q:\oc Ihts L&’)Clqa
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EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

@ 3.1.1  Yourinterest in the topics presented in the Workshops
igh O Average . Low

W 3.1.2 Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops
O Nothing new o Too general E‘Weﬂ«ba!anceo[j Too detailed DToo advanced

W 3.1.3  Your overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)
L Exceﬁg - Good . Average |-'-'lLow

i .-Ji‘?J: A
£ u\t?\oég\‘ e aﬁ)

32 Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

B33 What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

ookef g \eduwe aboud tre. BB ANS X eedn ho Weep
memory 0f e disCosal. Coultd be 1

(Phere VS e o idemoRen al Ao AxBCum ton Ihnis *be’t
and mee sy W lial, in Yance & ge\o Bnen a SQDJB
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FUTURE SESSION

B 41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module
+o underdand the 5L§¢L\xﬁ Coyda W ‘\-\5_(; A\ Q@(‘nﬁ&(\'\&j Y Boould e
helplui 4o gpd a0 Popr SummanBag Taalsery St twoly WA texd
and e diaeyramm [} eI ‘( e miesk vgottaot Lacds aod Seps

L Sefidyasasin A ¢

D Aunny the Prdemeian S Ahere Lagre CowRied Ne (Man "o and
S bfanches e AGPle thad  Imissed dre oervics, | A7dnd really *

g o472 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this—
- } module?
O ves O No

If so, whichone? . ... .. ... . .

M43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
Hves O No

If so, which one?

y
undecsdand o 30-\}-@\!;3 Cane. Ll the exerciso. . This sum Movy Should e 0
dotha PaMcipantd o o firstor Scopnd: dagy ok ok Aot befee Pe Dorgrhy

ame Kim-Wans Nower
organization (2 BS
Country Gwemmw_\,__
mail KRim-martsa, moser @ g de.

Phone number

n Kounan e /{é L)"‘.”‘e'. 20/(:}

S
: Signature‘k/‘ Ld_—l!_m-_\‘kl here

e ‘__@Z
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Vo v

Technical Expertise network

Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

| Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailted Too advanced

U U ,Jaq" J U

Excellent Good Average Low

W 1.2  Your evaluation of Module content O P 3 J
13 Practical information, logistic = X J _
W14  Time management (5~ ] ) ]
B 1.5  Number of trainees O X J |
W 1.6 Interactive elements [ X - J
m17 General guality of teaching, lectures X J - -
W 1.8  Interest of technical visits O X 3 3
B 19  Interest of workshops 4 Fd . J
B 110 Your Teaching tools O X ] -
B 111 Quality of handouts ] . 3 _
W 1.12  Training room X _J J J

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE_

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

M 211 Your interest in the topics presented

d

'Q’H/‘gh D Average Low




M 212 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O Excellent %ood » Average U Low

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

B 221 Yourinterest in the topics presented

! E’High L Average = Low
W 222 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
= Excellent A Good = Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

B 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented

1KHigh = Average = Low

M 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

I
O Excellent E°/C§ood U Average [ Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

B 241 Yourinterest in the topics presented

E‘High = Average = Low

B 242 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

= Excellent qﬁsood O Average O Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

M 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

= High [E‘/Average - Low
M 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

= Excellent Pi:g/‘c;ood = Average = Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

M 2.6.1 Yourinterest in the topics presented

= High = Average g;{:iow

B 26.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent [é_r.Good U average O ow




REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES

W 271 Your interest in the topics presented

O High O Average Et Low
W 272 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
O Excellent O Good EAverage - Low

REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

|
W 2.8.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O High O Average %Low

B 282 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

" Oexcellent O Good@/Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

W 291 Yourinterest in the topics presented

O a

High t‘!:'S-lAverage Low

M 29.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent O Good® Average O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

W 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented
N High Q-Average L Low
B 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U Excellent Q{ Goodq Average O Low

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

B 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented

ﬁHr’gh m(‘Averc‘f_c;e' = Low

B 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

E(_Excellent Cl Goodtﬁ_everage O Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE

DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION
W 2.12.1 Your interest in the topics presented
| ] m]

High Average Low

M 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Ll excellent O Good[¥ Average O Low

3/3




RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH

SAFETY CASE FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

B 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented

= High C@,Average o Low

M 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O excellent W] GoodﬁlAverage U Low

&
ARY

(]
| 2’.14 Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples”...)
MO.‘((J e xquu /J €es / o Hu 7131&_.(.?.:2& e
77708 |

M 215 What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?

4/4




EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

| 311

M 31.2

M 313

W 3.2

W33

Your interest in the topics presented in the Workshops
High Average Low

Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops

O Nothing new O Too general l%/Well-balanceaEI Too detailed EIToo advanced

Your overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)
Excellent O Good Average Low

Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

§5/8




FUTURE SESSION

W41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

W42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this

H module?
A ves O No
If so, which one? ... //M g, (-C ;C/Uf,é QL{ 6 0 Sq/é ac ¢ )fs
aud . ekl end Jx s Um <k { wr b douteiss

W43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
@T’es O No

H’ so, which one?

f Huve 1S aecuts m 180 owd Youwy
siaelwldoe awd fo F6P.

Name jgﬁﬂ/é@’(m é*f'ét e
Organization @ %ﬂ ﬁfl

Country %MJC(T {, A
E-mail )}’/C}@C’

i ovaf éi é/ Qas
Phone number . ("Z 5[' 58 '7 { .
In ) “:. ‘72 Date

(A2

Signature
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b

ensttl

Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

Radioaciive
Wasle Dispess!

— ==

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

Tochnical Expertise network

S7
yY&X-/

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR

H 11

m12
m13
m14
W15
w16
17
m18
19
B 1.10
H1N
N 112

Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced

LJ i

Your evaluation of Module content
Practical information, logistic

Time management

Number of trainees

Interactive elements

General quality of teaching, lectures
Interest of technical visits

Interest of workshops

Your Teaching tools

Quality of handouts

Training room

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

Too detailed
Y )
Excellent  Good
0 Y
j¥ 4 .
% -]
0 o
L] 1
U e
] ]
U _
(J 2
] J
L iV

Average

SR R LQ [ U N

Too advanced

Low

uou

UL UL uuL

(R

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

m211

Your interest in the topics presented

3/

High O O

Average Low



M 21.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent HGood o Average O Low

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

W 221 VYourinterest in the topics presented
\
} = High = Average = Low

B 222 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

ad

Excellent Good = Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

M 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented

High [ Average = Low
W 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
= Excellent IS/Good [ Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

W 241 Yourinterest in the topics presented

N

High = Average = Low
M 242 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

AV

= Excellent Good = Average = Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

B 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

5/

High = Average = Low

M 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

= Excellent Good o Average = Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

W 261 Yourinterestin the topics presented

M 262 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

High = Average = Low

0 f:’xcellent U Good 0 Average U Low

2/2



N

REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND (TS CHALLENGES

B 2.7.1  Your interest in the topics presented
{

N High 0 Average O Low
W 2.7.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
O Excellent \E{Good O Average O Low

REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

f
W 2.81 Your interest in the topics presented
E{High EJAverage O Low
W 2.8.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

© O excellent E'fGoodD Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

W 291 Your interest in the topics presented
if 0 O

High Average Low
W 292 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

HExcellent 0 GoodO Average O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

W 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented
EI/High DAverage O Low
M 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O Excellent B/GoodD Average O Low

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

W 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented
N O 0

High Average Low
B 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

o Excellent  LJ GoodO Average U Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE
DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

M 2121 Your interest in the topics presented
i
K High I:]Average o Low

B 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

[ excellent E{SoodD Average O Low

3/3



e CO'

2

o
RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH

SAFETY CASE FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL
® 2131 Your interest in the topics ppes'énted

= High DA.V /aée = Low

MW 2.13.2 Importance of knew-how and knowledge transfer

O excellent U Good Average U Low

(]
f
W 714 Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples”...) )
mation
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EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

311 Yogr interest in the t_opics presented in the Workshops
High Average = Low

W 3.1.2 Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops
= Nothing new O Too general Weﬁ-ba!anceoD Too detailed DToo advanced

s
W 313 %’}cyjf overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)
Excellent O Good DAverage DLow

W33 What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

a workshop en revcew of tha ractoal “(ewisfisp.)

Ao e Ment e i
A workshop or “yolufion “of The UNELALC
/@fogéem—-
— e | %L
v o combire
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FUTURE SESSION

W41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module
E’}C '
s0mre Of The TOpics ema cOUM 6L ¢ Z"”C’Z@d

P Mt oliscossed
a feew SYLOL EXLLCLSES

s W42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this
} module?
yes O no

If so, which one? W’ @

RAD/IOTOKICUTY ( W%e INVENTORY )
somE OF THE RED TopCs (WASTe ol sspenT U Ac’f'
EXISTING MON(TORING 7 f—CH/U/un
] Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
™es O nNo
If so, which one? WAsTe DE6& RA'DM‘DM pROCQSQﬂ
BiOD SPHERE ASSQSEME/V/
(MODELLING )
(NS P ECTIONS (WASTE )
DECOMISS/ONINEG

TMaryne Jurkova.

Name
Organization FANC

BQZgzm
Country . /A
E-mail HARVNA ‘?U'QKO VA@(E?‘VVC PGOV gE
Phone number ~7'—32’/0 ) L/g 36 7% O iy —
| favnag - 16/06 2017

-

Signature
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' Technical Expertise network

enstts StrExy
Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

|11 Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed Too advanced

N L K« J L

Excellent Good Average Low

B 1.2  Your evaluation of Module content - o) 3
H13 Practical information, logistic ] 011 J
B 14  Time management U M -l
M 1.5 Number of trainees O cﬁ 3
m16 Interactive elements ] A J
m17 General quality of teaching, lectures LJ @é 2
W18  Interest of technical visits 1 ] i
B 1.9  Interest of workshops U A -
B 1.10  Your Teaching tools O A N
M 1.117  Quality of handouts O CZf\ 2
B 1.12 Training room () od\ -J

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

@ 217  Your interest in the topics presented

Q"High @fwerage o Low



M 2.1.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U Excellent féL,Good O Average O Low

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

M 221 Yourinterest in the topics presented

H ﬁHigh = Average . Low

B 222 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Excellent ’ElGood DAverage = Low
GEOL(‘)GICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS
B 231 Your interest in the topics presented
J;,I'High = Average O Low
B 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
QExceI/ent O Good O Average O Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

M 241 Yourinterest in the topics presented

o High = Average = Low

W42 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

[/] Excellent s Good D Average - Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

M 251 Yourinterestin the topics presented

= High ™ Average = Low
B 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

= Excellent = Good E/Average = Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

B 261 Your interest in the topics presented

m High = Average = Low

W 262 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

ﬁ Excellent a Good O Average O Low

2/2



RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH
SAFETY CASE FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

W 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented

migh O Average O Low

B 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O excellent 0 Goodd Average O Low

m 214 your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples”...)

?AMM.L Serex. @e%ﬂe ﬁdﬂ t"/xwl"& %@’H _____ keap ME% co .

W 215 What addltlonal topics should b§ included in the Lectures?

Q\C)I.L Q_P (lwigja, 7 caudié/ ,{&Eﬂn‘ \XR«.& Aoaébn Léw:f@/

ol ¢ Ol z;L
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REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES

M 2717 Your interest in the topics presented

QHigh I:]Average o Low
W 2.7.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O ]

% Excellent O Good Average Low

REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

|
W 281 Yourinterest in the topics presented
H
ﬁHigh I:]Average O Low
B 2.8.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

"~ O excellent Q,GoodD Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

B 291 Your interest in the topics presented
ﬁHigh I:]Average 0 Low
W 29.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

K excellent O Goodd Average O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

W 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O High ‘ﬁAverage O Low

W 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

zExcellent 0 coodd Average O Low

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

B 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O O

High mAver.‘;vge Low

B 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

M excellent 0 Goodd Average O Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE

DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

W 2121 Your interest in the topics presented

ﬁHigh = Average o Low

M 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

%xcellent U Good[ Average U Low

3/3



EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

B 311 Your interest in the topics presented in the Workshops
High U Average Low

M 3.1.2  Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops
Nothing new 0 Too general WeIl-baIanceaD Too detailed EIToo advanced

W 3.1.3  Your overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)
Excellent O Good Average Low

m32  vYour suggestion for organization of Workshops

H 33 What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

§5/8



FUTURE SESSION

W41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

Wa2 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this
} module?

O ves ﬂi No

Yo TR Y o 1o LT S S S

W43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
O ves O wno

If so, which one?

Name _{jéiflﬁ?ﬁ(’ Vé/f@:’?( ﬁ .

Organization 1525U o a0y

Country . gow(ﬂ _

E-mail _manentll . ¢ ﬁp G %1 R

Phone number . ... e

n . pate /{é/oé/?ol?

Signature

7 L=
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Technical Expertise network

Training
COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

|11 Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed Too advanced

L] ¥ U 3 U

Excellent Good Average Low

W 1.2  Your evaluation of Module content @{ 3 ] -
N3 Practical information, logistic i | | |
W14  Time management U Aj _J |
B 1.5  Number of trainees Dﬁ ] 3 3
M 1.6 Interactive elements U/ - ;] J
u7 General quality of teaching, lectures VJ J J .
W 1.8  Interest of technical visits - O 1 | 3
m19 Interest of workshops - l _ 2
M 1.10 Your Teaching tools J 3 - 3
B 1.11  Quality of handouts d - J 3
B 1.12 Training room BJJ .| -J -

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

B 211 Your interest in the topics presented

V‘-' High O Average O Low



W 21.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

‘Z(Excellent fGood O Average O Low

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

B 221 Yourinterest in the topics presented

i MHigh O Average = Low

B 2.2.2 importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
Excellent O Good = Average O Low
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

M 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented

ul O O

High Average Low
M 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
Uﬁ Excellent L Good 0 Average [ Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

M 241 Yourinterest in the topics presented

LU/High O Average . Low

B 242 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

IdExceIlent = Good O Average O Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

B 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

High L Average L Low

B 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

d Excellent O Good L Average = Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

M 2,61 Your interest in the topics presented

v O

High Average U Low

B 262 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

[dExcellent O Good | Average O Low

2/2



REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES

B 271 Your interest in the topics presented

w High O Average o Low

O O O

m272 |i;wportance of know-how and knowledge transfer
Average Low

Excellent Good

REG.ULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

|
M 2.8.1 Yourinterest in the topics presented
m/High l:jAverage O Low
W 282 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

h q Excellent [ Goodd Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

B 291  Your interest in the topics presented
IXjHigh I:’Average O Low
W 2.9.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

M Excellent L1 Good[ Average O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

W 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented
w High IjAverage O Low
B 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
\

‘@ Excellent  [J Good[I Average O Low

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

B 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented

ld High O Average O Low

W 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

[b Excellent 0 Good Average U Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE

DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

W 2.12.1 Your interest in the topics presented
e O o

High Average Low
W 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

&1 Excellent [ GoodD Average O Low

3/3



RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH
SAFETY CASE FOR GEQOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

B 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented
U High O Average U Low
8 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

gExcellent 0 Goodd Average O Low

W 2.14 Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples”...)

Plogse oo kot~ feSS {(z 5/’44; Soaetitees
Yo leclorarc sufelod lo e poxt stide
- /fm&ééy , Ukl eyl oploction.

B 215 What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?

£EPs
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EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

@ 3.1.1 Your interest in the topics presented in the Workshops
O High D Average O Low

W 3.1.2 Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops
- Nothing new O Too general O Well-balanceal:l Too detailed |:]Too advanced

M 3.1.3  Your overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)
Excellent 0 Good D Average Low

W32 Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

H33 What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

5/86



FUTURE SESSION

B 41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

Mase o /WZZ 453-7477"54?7[ pie fkrf/z"f{:;{’ it a1 5er~
lectures, as ;r’}é?/m&:/ on lutscleyy

JEP exepcice s K ze e @ bas,sCfal neat appyetail

s W42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this
- H module?
O ves OnNo

If so, whichone? . ... .. .

W43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?

A ves O no
If so, which one?
MODELLIMNG
Name Olersrr  TorgrevSKcyr
Organization §§7c ,{//{’_{‘
Country LKFAME o .
E-mail . (QM,.I./P{Q/?(:T t'/f/((}/ @ 5—'-5% Lot Lo

Phone number : fJ_,-fC) 9’,-?,5’55//5/_157

In Zaéf/?(fﬁ' Date /é, 0(~ /;

Signature @5{7\’\)
/1
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A .
ensttl

Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

Ve

Technical Expertise network

S/
TCX'II
Q?%

Radioagiive
Wagie Dispasnl

F ek

REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY

|11

2
W13
m14
m15
W16
m17
m18
W19
W 1.10
b1
112

Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general

LJ =

Your evaluation of Module content
Practical information, logistic

Time management

Number of trainees

Interactive elements

General quality of teaching, lectures
Interest of technical visits

Interest of workshops

Your Teaching tools

Quality of handouts

Training room

Well-balanced Too detailed

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

Too advanced

¥ J LJ
Excellent Good Average Low
B 3 - 3
Ad - - 1
S J J ]
P 3 0 m|
[l o J ]
< J - -
Kl 2 | 4
L X J -J
[ X ] |
= | J il
M - - -J

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

N211

Your interest in the topics presented

B‘High D Average O Low

1/1



B 212 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Prexcellent %}m o Average D fow

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

B 221 Yourinterest in the topics presented

! m‘High O Average = Low
B 222 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
= Excellent %] Good - Average U Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

B 231 Your interest in the topics presented

g High = Average [ Low

M 2.3.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

= Excellent 4 Good O Average . Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

B 241 Yourinterest in the topics presented

mHigh = Average = Low

H 2.4.2 importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

= Excellent @ Good . Average O Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

M 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

= High mAverage O Low

M 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

® Good s Average O Low

= Excellent
REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

B 2.6.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O High mAverage = Low

M 262 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent mGood 4 Average U Low

2/2



REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES

W 271 Yourinterest in the topics presented

. High X Average 0 Low

B 27.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O (]

Excellent @Good - Average Low

RE(;;-ULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

!
W 2.81 Your interest in the topics presented

0 High v Average O Low

W 2.82 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

" Oexcellent ™ Goodd Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

B 291 Your interest in the topics presented

a O

High 2 Average Low

W 292 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent B Good Average O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

M 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented

d O

High = Average Low

M 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

UEexcellent B Goodd Average O Low

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

M 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O & 0

High Average Low

W 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U Excellent  # Good Average O Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE

DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

M 2.12.1 Your interest in the topics presented

LhH:gh t%e Cl Low

@ 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O Excellent ® Goodd Average O tow

3/3



RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH

SAFETY CASE FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

W 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O High O Average = Low
W 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent O Good Average U Low

’ . " ”
W 214 Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples )

M 215 What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?
Tecwwrca lg Tepycg

4/4



VA

w311

W 31.2

)
!

W313

W32

N33

TION OF WORKSHOP

Your interest in the topics presented in the Workshops

0 High Average O Low

Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops

. Nothing new 0 Too general x Well-balanceaD Too detailed DToo advanced

Your overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)
Excellent O Good Average Low

Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

§5/5



FUTURE SESSION

B 41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

W42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this
} module?

O ves O nNo

IF S0, WHICH ONE? oo e e e e e

W43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
O ves o

If so, which one?

Bremas | Hove ka

cv -~ ReC -
THE c2Ect REPLBLIC
PreiagS/ movcke @ ovrez.ce

Name
Organization
Country
E-mail

+420 y31 460 542

Phone number

L Weowps o 6.20(%

Date

Signature

6/6



L

Tachaical Expertize network

M .
enSttl {i!og__szgl
Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

|11 Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed  Too advanced

W] d (o} J L

Excellent  Good Average Ilow
w12 Your evaluation of Module content B/
W13 Practical information, logistic O
H14 Time management
B15 Number of trainees
W16 Interactive elements
N7 General quality of teaching, lectures
N8 Interest of technical visits .J/A
m19 Interest of workshops
M 110 Your Teaching tools
B 111 Quality of handouts

L U SJ\'_ I R R\\_!
LUUWL UL ULUULUU
LudLuyUuLuyLuu

AR AR AR .

M 112 Training room

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

W 211  Your interest in the topics presented

Ld i [l

High Average Low



X

W 212 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

U excellent 'Béaod | Average O ow

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

B 221 Yourinterestin the topics presented
H MHigh IZ(Average L Low

B 222 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
Excellent Good I:!Averavge L Low
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

B 231 Yourinterestin the topics presented

w4

High O Average o Low
M 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
Excellent s Good = Average . Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

M 241 Yourinterest in the topics presented

High = Average O Low
B 242 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O O

Excellent Good Average . Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

B 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

r.d

High = Average = Low

W 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Excellent = Good = Average = Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

M 261 Yourinterestin the topics presented
v,

M 26.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

igh = Average = Low

l:lémellent U Good O Average D ow

2/2



N

REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES
B 2.71 Your interest in the topics presented
v
| High O O

Average Low

W 272 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

) O a O

Excellent Good Average Low

REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION
W 2.8.1 Your interest in the topics presented

A O O

High Average Low

W 28.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

- ErExcel!ent O Good Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

W 291 Your interest in the topics presented

O B/ a

High Average Low

W 2.9.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

E‘/Ex'cel!ent # Goodd Average O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING
W 2.10.1 Your interest in t?pics presented

o High Average = Low

M 2.10.2 importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Oexcellent [ Goodd Average  OLow

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP
W 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented
v O O
High Average Low

B 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O Excellent Good[] Average O Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE
DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

B 2121 Your interest in the topics presented

O Average o Low

High
W 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Excellent U Goodd Average O Low

3/3



RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH

SAFETY CASE FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

W 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented

JI'\ = High L Average = Low

W 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

gf'\ U Excellent 0 GoodU Average O Low

’

W 214 Your suggestion for lecturers (for example, “show more examples”...)

Museoss oA levews o Difosac  JAGrt  diss
INwod e & AU STA6SS oF Dcw-wr’MM

'

.. b Pré -ConotrraumE el

SITE_ Jcewon) O (mpsmwnsy

M 215 What additional topics should be included in the Lectures?

JAE  QsTins B BE  Conmrduied

A

beu/chva-./ of  BeTadTVT Cyp”ev-eiﬂ?: I

out .

o AN THAT oo TS o] AT

6. LWAKE) Erameids .
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EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

W 311 Yourinterest in the topics presented in the Workshops
High O Average Low

MW 3.1.2  Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops
. Nothing new = Too general o Well-balanceaD Too detailed ElToo advanced

H 313 [Egyr overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)
Excellent O Good O Average Low

W32 Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

T.wwooen Jeluals  Assst THE  TUTEES  IF ice s
VRS TR [NBeRAMATY)  RERaRDNG  DETAW

OF . wWKTE f' DISPovAC . coveell o Maf o

VevELOfine, Sfeziiic. TARGETS & 7c., -*——
W 33  What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

CLosuE LEQuatmodrs

F THe DANGeR ATH  Letanive  1pe JeofE AT
A LIdE ¢' Cemela— (£veE— . FAT /4#»'(:4,.-,4@
Jimecy  Lerate THE Cw“ﬂ’a/ GAdANTE (T gue, *’3\>
LOTAR. TrAN (reodiveonte  pan TELESE JHorD  BE

AP D |
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EUTURE SESSION
H 41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

(62 ERLUL  ConamenTs,

W42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this
module?

O vyes E(NO

If so, which one? ... . NCT Al .. ff/fs %N

e

W43 g?.ud you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
Yes O wno

If so, which one?

ANTer/pate THE QuruTy ceonid) BY  Simeiatesy

Hot — Howe€ [preges7edd>

Name T . MALdna

Organization ol

Country " UK .

E-mail Tin.. MA2SH1An . v - 6ov v

Phone number T‘f‘f‘[@) 203 02? 3‘{'/5 o

In .. . /(A'”V“ SR e - Date .. (Z -(6 = J‘JM’ Zor;z

Signature /{H/L/_\_”
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Technical Expertise network

enstti Srexy
Training

COURSE EVALUATION BY TRAINEE

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

H 11 Content of Module :

Nothing new  Too general Well-balanced Too detailed  Too advanced

L L L J LJ

Excellent Good Average Low

B 1.2  Your evaluation of Module content 0 X 3 2
H13 Practical information, logistic ‘ﬁ/ 7 J ]
B 14  Time management L P> B J
M 1.5  Number of trainees a J X 1
W16 Interactive elements ] - \4\ _
B 17  General quality of teaching, lectures U J X J
B 1.8  Interest of technical visits Cl ] ] 3
B 19  Interest of workshops L pa| J J
M 110  Your Teaching tools O - il )
B 111  Quality of handouts O s 4 _ 1
M 112 Training room b!( | =) J

DETAILED EVALUATION OF LECTURE

OVERVIEW OF LITHUANIAN NUCLEAR AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

M 211 Your interest in the topics presented

O High yAverage 0 Low



TR

# 2.1.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O excellent ﬂ Good O Average O Low

OVERVIEW OF THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL RW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

M 221 Yourinterest in the topics presented

! O High E:Average = Low

M 2.2.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O 3

Excellent Good O Average = Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL PROGRAMS

@ 231 Yourinterest in the topics presented

™

7 “High . Average s Low

W 232 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
A

Jra

Excellent "~ Good = Average O Low

GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONCEPTS AND CHALLENGES

M 241 Yourinterestin the topics presented

/M‘High = Average = Low

W 242 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

. Excellent %Good . Average . Low

OVERALL REGULATORY PROCESS AND TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE
REQUIREMENTS

B 251 Yourinterest in the topics presented

= High ;gIAverage = Low

B 252 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

0 Excellent /ﬁ Good H Average = Low

REGULATORY EXPECTATIONS OF THE SAFETY CASE

M 2.6.1 Yourinterest in the topics presented

B\-ﬁgh = Average = Low

W 2.6.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

b’vExceHent U Good ] Average U Low

2/2



AN

REGULATORY REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ITS CHALLENGES

W 2.7.1  Yourinterest in the topics presented

E“High O Average . Low
B 2.7.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer
\,Ef&'ce/lent O Good O Average O Low

REGULATORY REVIEW, MOVING FROM CONCEPTUALISATION TO IMPLEMENTATION

s
W 281 Yourinterest in the topics presented

:a'/High . Average O Low

W 28.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

® Oexcellent _PFGood Average O Low

DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF SUPPORTING RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

B 291 Your interest in the topics presented

Eﬁ%igh o Average = Low

W 2.9.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

){Excellent [J Good Average O Low

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAMMES AND FUTURE JOINT PROGRAMMING

M 2.10.1 Your interest in the topics presented

O High )Z{Average O Low

B 2.10.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

O Excellent _E(Good[] Average O Low

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND INTRODUCTION TO PEP

@ 2.11.1 Your interest in the topics presented

m High ‘E‘Average . Low

B 2.11.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

Ll excellent  [J Good®l average O Low

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF FRENCH SAFETY CASE FOR RADWASTE

DISPOSAL IN CLAY FORMATION

B 2121 Your interest in the topics presented

ngh O Average O Low

W 2.12.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

UEexcellent O GoodﬂAverage O Low

3/3



RECENT EXPERIENCES AND TOPICAL ISSUES WITH REGULATORY REVIEW OF THE FINNISH
SAFETY CASE FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

@ 2.13.1 Your interest in the topics presented
ﬂHigh = Average = Low
W 2.13.2 Importance of know-how and knowledge transfer

0 excellent U Goodd Average U Low

1]
§
B 214 Your suggestion for lecturers (for exampie ‘show more examples”...)

/772 /cg/{z:m./ /S SeeSs, Ry pELe EHEE.
740&&7@/{% é/%’é’r/' S .//?'
¥ o3

,dwzsﬂgyc/p//f Y/ v / €2

&Zz// / sﬁt/c‘-’ < ée"/?’c/ c/ & (é/”_ es

et v ef/?z // v e Gex i 2“( st e,
/ / za: & /7 (—#/"c;/' Ceape), S e P
W25 at additional topics sho be included in"the Le -turaﬂf;z;flé ; fe'/zﬁ/
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EVALUATION OF WORKSHOPS

W 311

N31.2

H313

m32

W33

Your interest in the topics presented in the Workshops
High Average O Low

Your evaluation of the usefulness of the Workshops

4 Nothing new O Too general 8 Well-balanceaD Too detailed DToo advanced

Your overall evaluation of the Workshops (content and organization)
Excellent O Good Average Low

Your suggestion for organization of Workshops

What additional topics should be included in the Workshops?

§5/8



FUTURE SESSION

W41 Your suggestions for the improvement of the Module

W42 Would you be interested in a tutorial in one of the topics presented on this
module?

O ves I No

-

iIf so, which one? ... .

W43 Would you be interested in another course offered by the ENSTTI?
O ves B nNo

If so, which one?

0 fedeoys s

Name

Organization - : - :
L huanca

Country

E-mail

Phone number %5;& 52267{)ﬁ77§/ TR

In 7%&( /%O R Date Z&/;’ﬂé -/6

Signature

| Z/f’é’fw 72 7,/); S AD & Zf’ifz./c's.-J ‘. /ZL
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’ Tocnical Expartics seiwork Sustainable network for Independent Technical
i, , EX '” EXpertise of radioactive waste disposal - Interactions
S o and Implementation

L

9.4 EVALUATION SHEETS OF LECTURERS

(D-N°:3.3) — Lessons learnt from the pilot training module
Dissemination level: PU
Date of issue of this report: 30/11/2017
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Training
COURSE EVALUATION BY LECTURER

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

W11 Did you participate in preparation of the Module content? Kl Yes O No

W12 Did you participate in preparation of timetable of the Module? Kl Yes [JNo

m13 Did you prepare the content (key words, synopsis)
for your lecture (workshop)? & Yes [ No

& 1.4 Comments

SELF EVALUATION OF LECTURE

LECTURE TITLE

B 3.1.1 Duration of your lecture

Right duration u Too detailed too long O Too short . I don’t know
M 3.1.2 Attendees behavior
[1 Passive Hactive
M 3.1.3 Interactivity and questions by the participants Attendees were enough
inquisitive
[J Too many questions O misunderstandings Ol /anguage barriers

W 3.1.4  Self evaluation: highlights of your lecture
DETRUY ol L&

forte— 1ot
ez i e
INTERRETIVITY  CLERE. PICTLRETF

wy  Seksrey



B 3.1.5 Self evaluation: weaknesses of your lecture
SHORTEMIN G OF.  SOLTE MW/ORIIEZ O
SHFETY IIAE WO [ MENTIOVED [70RE

B 31.6 Suggestion to improve your current lecture

TO D MORE  WrElmArion] D PELEL
peAs) W T  PROVETRT PPRTAER

SELF EVALUATION OF WORKSHOP

WORKSHOP

W 417 Working Group fcitle .
LA Ty eonrie O Lequlary recee

M 41.2 Duration of your working group
B%Rright duration O Too long O Too short [/ don’t know

B 413 Attendees behavior
O passive PActive

M 414 How do you evaluate the success of the participants during the working group?
O very good & Good O satisfactory [ Not satisfactory

B 415 Self evaluation: highlights of your working group
M 41.6 Self evaluation: weaknesses of your working group

W 417 Suggestion to improve your working group



FUTURE SESSION

W51 Your experience feedback and comments on this training session

VERY ¢o0> PREPIRYTION/ OF LT Py
EXERC, T

W52 General suggestions to improve the training course in future

~
~
4
(N
]
N
~
1
b
Ry
RS
&
N}
.
o
O
S
\
N

W PO 1 0,

Aot reszove ~

Name A LA=L7T S/ S == Crre e s

Organization

Country JZ&(/% Z//?
E-mail L mroteda @ gmal. eom

Phone number s

e A £ .00 . - ¥ {
n. LAULIAL vate 74, 6 - Ror¥

Signature//M
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Training
- COURSE EVALUATION BY LECTURER

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

B Did you participate in preparation of the Module content? BJ Yes (O No

W12 Did you participate in preparation of timetable of the Module? O Yes Kl No

H 13 Did you prepare the content (key words, synopsis)
for your lecture (workshop)? &l Yes (O No

& 1.4 Comments

SELF EVALUATION OF LECTURE

LECTURE TITLE

M 3.1.1 Duration of your lecture

Right duration O Too detailed too long . Too short 0 I don’t know
B 3.1.2 Attendees behavior
[ Passive B Active
M 3.1.3 Interactivity and questions by the participants Attendees were enough
inquisitive
[0 Too many questions O misunderstandings Ul language barriers

M 314 Self evaluation: highlights of your lecture



W 3.1.5 Self evaluation: weaknesses of your lecture

316

e

Suggestion to improve your current lecture

SELF EVALUATION OF WORKSHOP

WORKSHOP

W41

412

W413

W44

W45

Wa16

w417

Working Group title

Duration of your working group
b Right duration [1Too long O Too short O1don’t know

Attendees behavior
O passive B4 Active

How do you evaluate the success of the participants during the working group?
& very good U Good [ satisfactory [ Not satisfactory

Self evaluation- highlights of your working group

-~

St . (s (s 2 b ean g oy g ke d

%@ ;{ (.-C*C[ }(,ulf,w:_d{ P ‘4.3_7'&. Co ey /I'/-H-

LA~ [0 2 2 2 y'i\//l, el T

/
elf evaluation: weaknesses of your working group

Suggestion to improve your working group



FUTURE SESSION

WS Your experience feedback and comments on this training session

W52 General suggestions to improve the training course in future

/
Name BERW (6R FREPFR I,
Organization F/A' M C
Country RELciywm

E-mail AN SR Juod SR 1) 1. S T

Phone number ... ¢ 3 2 (/f :7 j _F 6 j "/(

Signature

.-'/
,-/,-



enstt SITER

Training
COURSE EVALUATION BY LECTURER

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

W11 Did you participate in preparation of the Module content? [1vYes E{No

m12 Did you participate in preparation of timetable of the Module? [JYes m‘o

W13 Did you prepare the content (key words, synopsis)
for your lecture (workshop)? O Yes [i[INo

#Commes  THE PROVE ISSUES VERE DroRESED
BY THE Co-pUTHOR OF THE LECTURE(

SELF EVALUATION OF LECTURE

LECTURE TITLE

N3 J%,;ration of your lecture

Right duration 0 Too detailed too long L

O

Too short I don’t know

W 3.1.2 Attendees behavior
O passive [E(Active

W 3.1.3 Interactivity and questions by the participants Attendees were enough
inquisitive
UJ Too many questions O misunderstandings [ /anguage barriers

M 314 Self evaluation: highlights of your lecture

(PCTICRL EXPHPLES [LLYSTRATING



B 3.1.5 Self evaluation: weaknesses of your lecture

B316

—

[ ywowiVE THE PPRTICIPANT  ConPos)T10M
HIGHT #DVE BEEN FETTERZ TAREETED

Suggestion to improve your current lecture

RETTER. FoRMyLATION OF T (0RL7 LCIPE

SELF EVALUATION OF WORKSHOP

WORKSHOP

W47

412

W43

414

W45

Wa16

W417

Working Group title /(//9

Duration of your working group
O right duration O Too long [ Too short [ 1 don’t know

Attendees behavior
O passive O Active

How do you evaluate the success of the participants during the working group?
O very good [ Good U satisfactory 0O Not satisfactory

Self evaluation: highlights of your working group
Self evaluation: weaknesses of your working group

Suggestion to improve your working group



FUTURE SESSION ///;

W51 Your experience feedback and comments on this training session

W52 General suggestions to improve the training course in future
[
s

L. VRCHNILNEY
Pt
CPECH REFPURLIC
i Lonwace @ GHRIL (0f
phone numper _+ 220602 220 fo

Name .
Organization

Country

In [éw Date 12-6. 2 /('2
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Training
E COURSE EVALUATION BY LECTURER

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

W11 Did you participate in preparation of the Module content? ﬁYes O No

N2 Did you participate in preparation of timetable of the Module? ﬂYes O No

|13 Did you prepare the content (key words, synopsis)
for your tecture (workshop)? mYes O No

& 1.4 Comments

SELF EVALUATION OF LECTURE

LECTURE TITLE

@ 3.1.1  Duration of your lecture

Right duration MTOO detailed too long . Too short . I don’t know
M 3.1.2 Attendees behavior,
O Passive 'ﬁActIve
B 3.1.3 Interactivity and questions by the participants w Attendees were enough
inquisitive
(0 Too many questions O misunderstandings O language barriers

M 3.1.4  Self evaluation: highlights of your lecture



M 3.1.5 Self evaluation: weaknesses of your lecture

B316

Suggestion to improve your current lecture

Dore alustealzd

SELF EVALUATION OF WORKSHOP

WORKSHOP

a7

W42

W 413

B41.4

W415

W46

m417

Working Group title

Duration of your working group
O Rright duration O Too long O Too short Ul don’t know

Attendees behavior
O passive O Active

How do you evaluate the success of the participants during the working group?
O very good O Good O satisfactory 0 Not satisfactory

Self evaluation: highlights of your working group

Self evaluation: weaknesses of your working group

Suggestion to improve your working group



FUTURE SESSION

W 5.1 Your experience feedback and comments on this training session

It conbd b Auberesline. o do T‘F’EP Ay 3&r*
pme,e”(le_tum e%‘ Pl ? Aafely tase. vies

H52 General suggestions to improve the training course in future

e

Name l@o CHY2, /é{u-’loj

organization .. IRSN

Country e,

E-mail Oocund el - /wcﬁ_v\ @ ﬁ' IrSin.s f

Phone number ... .. T.33 - |-S825 3963

In l/(@u\wu; Date \/{@duu OQpD,

Signature
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Training
. COURSE EVALUATION BY LECTURER

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

W1 Did you participate in preparation of the Module content? [ ves [fﬁNo

m1.2 Did you participate in preparation of timetable of the Module? [ Yes [ﬁNo

W13 Did you prepare the content (key words, synopsis)
for your lecture (workshop)? Ff Yes [ No

& 1.4 Comments

SELF EVALUATION OF LECTURE

LECTURE TITLE

N3t @uration of your lecture

Right duration O Too detailed too long . Too short .

[ don't know

M 3.1.2 Attendees behavior

[ Passive Active
]
M 3.1.3 Interactivity and questions by the participants Attendees were enough
inquisitive
{0 Too many questions O misunderstandings O /anguage barriers

M 3.1.4 Self evaluation: highlights of your lecture

CoB overuiinl of the SiTeaTion



W 3.1.5 Self evaluation: weaknesses of your lecture

B 31.6 Suggestion to improve your current lecture '

SELF EVALUATION OF WORKSHOP

WORKSHOP
W 4173 Working Group title

B 41.2 Duration of your working group
O right duration O Too long O Too short [/ don’t know

W 413 Attendees behavior
O passive O active

W 41.4 How do you evaluate the success of the participants during the working group?
O very good 0 Good O satisfactory O Not satisfactory

W 415 Self evaluation: highlights of your working group

B 41.6 Self evaluation: weaknesses of your working group

8 41.7 Suggestion to improve your working group



FUTURE SESSION

WS Your experience feedback and comments on this training session

flezse ... S€€. Comments. as @ Basnee

H52 General suggestions to improve the training course in future

*
4

Name 0@ég// %kvﬁ?g{/bl/j/ I. .
Organization %TC WES

Country N %/éﬁ"f///f— :
E-mail ov. Zé,{dml/gé @ KLZC GOz wl

Phone number ¢jm 5)/78.,?;({/ (/ﬂ

In. /\/d)% kf’s Date /{ pgo' /72

Signature
Vrap’
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Training
- COURSE EVALUATION BY LECTURER

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL”

GENERAL FEATURES

1.1
N2
m13

&4

Did you participate in preparation of the Module content? INYes O No
Did you participate in preparation of timetable of the Module? Ej Yes [JNo

Did you prepare the content (key words, synopsis) )
for your lecture (workshop)? SZLYes O No

Comments

SELF EVALUATION OF LECTURE

LECTURE TITLE

W 3.1.1

M 312

N 313

N314

Duration of your lecture
ight duration O Too detailed too long

n O

Too short I don’t know

Attendees behavior
O passive HActive

Interactivity and questions by the participants m\Attendees were enough
inquisitive
0O Too many questions O misunderstandings U language barriers

Self evaluation: highlights of your lecture

&v)l«)aew ___Q__" l?“gf\é*é‘t)uvw o& ___________________________ q;_ _;,-g_‘_l;w __y‘.i,A,.
d @ Cec\«MCGJ//mou, 42(,%[@3 L. Pbok a{‘,
Voo pa iz

I cold be M\’M'ﬂi \o 3o kl.,k b~ oo é@kol‘r-

o op L A oL 2 (\\W,ég Lo Aga cué
\ pc\* Jeeal M Q,Q~\ aj»)oL/&_._,



B 3.1.5 Self evaluation: weaknesses of your lecture

Cooon,. Mo Srecd edopon W Oey Qﬂm\"—x"‘

5 5 q,\\ /}CPQ\.)L% ﬁQo\ .Q«L*QU# T.-..E'I\c,u_n}‘{ &a‘» /?Ulkp hzc\s.'}(c,{' ?.&S}:’,QS;

’

3.1.6 Suggestion to improve your current lecture

Coude Ve ledas wit o Ledoes
M:go&)%c FYRERN 9 - N TS W

'
J

SELF QVALUATIODIIMVORKSHOP

WORKSHOP
W 417 Working Group title

B 412 Duration of your working group
O right duration O Too long O Too short T 1 don’t know

B 413 Attendees behavior
O passive O Active

B 414 How do you evaluate the success of the participants during the working group?
O very good O Good O satisfactory O Not satisfactory

B 415 Self evatuation: highlights of your working group
B 416 Self evaluation: weaknesses of your working group

W 417 Suggestion to improve your working group



_EUTURE SESSION

v
# Your experience feedback and comments on this training session

(T wor b g " T S \ole o geol Dokl

A Y e dde Cou i‘?) Jm\mqvw&, Seon.s No Lo h&-wﬁré C’»‘b-? I L
| 9 S Q;,,Hm,dl][\e 2 deef c.[QLquQ ;

52 General su:Lestlons to improve the training collse in future
} % \QQOLQJR.QQ_ /7~ 2 \‘«__Cu—i SI'\Q&\(&(‘ = LGLQ( lca ,Q
Qﬁ%m&a\ck i T%{\a-,\,\m),.\f ..... O\.;\CL«L\%;{ /nbffm

e DSl ,&y _____ _
Organization Be\ \/

Country RF
E-mail \)al o de\ \WL oo\ be
Phone number & Z{‘:jé{ S99c S

Signature

Date / %é/kv/?—
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Tramning
E COURSE EVALUATION BY LECTURER

SITEX TRAINING COURSE ON “REGULATORY
REVIEW OF THE SAFETY CASE FOR
GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL"

GENERAL FEATURES

W11 Did you participate in preparation of the Module content? O Yes [&4'No
N2 Did you participate in preparation of timetable of the Module? O Yes pdNo

H13 Did you prepare the content (key words, Synopsis)
for your lecture (workshop)? B Yes ONo

& 1.4 Comments

FANC Decrdis. ). shaudd.. ll.aﬁiw.

SELF EVALUATION OF LECTURE

koo—\

LECTURE TITLE

W 311 &;ation of your lecture

ight duration O Too detailed too long O Too short u

I don’t know

B 3.1.2 Attendees behavior
[ passive K Active

. ) bd
B 3.1.3 Interactivity and questions by the participants Attendees were enough
inquisitive
[ Too many questions O misunderstandings O /anguage barriers

M 3.1.4 Self evaluation: highlights of your lecture
|hncc‘ to be f%\’ bo  Senc l”!r‘;-c fg\ CxX encaye
$o Somibmia. | e Hmhﬁf omd. Aadecrp. /WL‘/,,



B 3.1.5 Self evaluation: weaknesses of your lecture

SELF EVALUATION OF WORKSHOP

WORKSHOP

W 410

Wa1.2

H413

Wa14

415

W46

B417

Working Group title

Duration of your working group
BLRright duration O Too long O 7Too short 11 don’t know

Attendees behavior
U passive B Active

How do you evaluate the success of the participants during the working group?
O Very good & Good O satisfactory Ll Not satisfactory

Self evaluation: highlights of your working group

Self evaluation: weaknesses of your working group

Suggestion to improve your working group




FUT SESSION

W5 Your experience feedback and comments on this training session

B52 General suggestions to improve the training course in future
]
s

Name o (JouTERS  TERN. PiEee

Organization ... YANc _ BeLavwn..... . I

Country pﬂ:’l. &vin

E-mail B wa#\ vy .wa«.\‘m@ mc-vega\r-ée,

Phone number ... a0.32. 486 58 298 3.

In

Signature
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