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What Happens After the Incident
How LMS-based training records help employers answer the first questions asked after an incident

	Core takeaway
An incident does not create the training record. It tests the record the organization already built. A defensible LMS record should show who was trained, what they received, when it occurred, why it matched the work, and what happened when follow-up was required.


Slide 1  What Happens After the Incident
Suggested timing  3 minutes
Purpose  Establish the core idea that an incident turns training from an internal activity into evidence that may be tested by investigators, regulators, insurers, lawyers, clients, and leadership.
Speaker script
Thanks for joining me. Today’s webinar is called What Happens After the Incident, but the real subject is what your organization can prove after the incident.
Most of the time, training is discussed prospectively. We ask what workers need to know before they start a task, how quickly we can onboard them, how often we should refresh training, and whether supervisors can see completion status. Those are important questions. But after an incident, the direction of the conversation changes. People stop asking what the training program was supposed to do and start asking what actually happened for this worker, on this task, before this event.
That shift can be uncomfortable because it exposes the difference between having training and having evidence of training. You may be confident that a worker attended orientation. You may know that a supervisor covered a procedure. You may even have a certificate somewhere. But if the organization cannot quickly show who was trained, what content they received, when they received it, which version applied, whether it matched the work, and what happened when the training expired or changed, the record becomes much harder to defend.
This session is not about using an LMS to manufacture a defence after something goes wrong. That would be the wrong message. The purpose is to build a training system before the event that is accurate enough to support investigation, learning, corrective action, and due diligence when the organization is under pressure.
We are going to work through the first questions that usually appear after an incident, the evidence chain a strong record should create, why task match matters, what an audit trail adds, how supervisors should see training gaps before exposure, and how corrective training closes the loop after the investigation. We will also look at a practical 30-day readiness sprint you can use to test your own system.
The question I want you to keep in mind from the beginning is simple. If a serious incident happened this morning, what could your organization prove about the worker’s training within the first 30 minutes?
Transition  The first thing that changes after an incident is the standard of proof. Training stops being a general assurance and becomes evidence.


Slide 2  The Moment Everything Changes
Suggested timing  3 minutes
Purpose  Show how an incident changes training from a program-management topic into an evidence question.
Speaker script
This slide captures the pivot. Before an incident, an organization may say, ‘We train our people.’ After an incident, that statement is not enough. The conversation becomes, ‘Show us.’
That is not necessarily adversarial. It may be an internal investigator trying to understand what contributed to the event. It may be a regulator asking whether required instruction occurred. It may be an insurer looking at loss controls, a client reviewing contractor performance, or legal counsel trying to establish the factual record. In every case, the questions become specific.
Who was trained? When did the training occur? What exactly did the worker receive? Did the content apply to the task? Was the worker’s record current? Was retraining triggered by an earlier event, a procedure change, a role change, or an expired qualification? Did the supervisor know about any gap?
Notice what is happening here. Training is no longer being evaluated as a catalogue or a calendar. It is being evaluated as a chain of decisions and evidence around one person and one piece of work.
This is also where weak records create unnecessary uncertainty. If HR has one spreadsheet, safety has another, the supervisor keeps paper sign-in sheets, and a vendor portal contains some course completions, the investigation team now has to reconstruct the history. Reconstruction takes time, and more importantly, it can create inconsistencies. One system says the worker completed the course in March. Another says April. The course title changed. No one can immediately say whether the worker saw version two or version three.
A strong LMS does not make those questions disappear. It makes the answers easier to locate and more consistent. The goal is not simply to have a digital record. The goal is to have a record with enough context that another person can understand what occurred without relying on memory.
That is the standard for the rest of this webinar. We want training evidence that can survive the moment when people stop accepting general assurances and start asking precise questions.
Transition  Once that shift happens, the next request is usually practical. Someone wants the record.


Slide 3  The First Request Is Usually a Record Request
Suggested timing  4 minutes
Purpose  Walk through the post-incident sequence and show why training records need to be ready before the investigation begins.
Speaker script
After a serious event, a lot happens quickly. The first priority is always people, emergency response, medical care, scene control, and preventing additional harm. Once those immediate actions are underway, the information requests begin.
The exact legal process differs by jurisdiction and by the type of incident, so I do not want to suggest that every employer follows the same timeline. But the sequence on this slide is recognizable. The incident is reported. A supervisor or emergency team responds. An investigation begins. Relevant documents are identified. Training records are pulled. Then corrective actions, including training where appropriate, are assigned and tracked.
WorkSafeBC, for example, explains that its investigators may collect relevant documents such as written procedures and training records. Its employer investigation process also requires employers to identify underlying factors and corrective actions for incidents that fall within the statutory investigation requirements. That illustrates why training records can become part of the factual record rather than simply an HR file.
The same principle applies in the United States. OSHA has many standards with specific training and certification requirements, and it permits electronic training records when the applicable record requirements are met and the records are accessible. The important point is that an electronic system is useful only if the underlying information is accurate.
This is why the quality of the post-incident answer is largely determined before the incident. You cannot reliably reconstruct course content, version history, supervisor awareness, or expired training after the fact if the system never captured those things.
Think about the practical pressure. An investigator asks for the worker’s training history. Someone in HR sends a list of courses. Safety says one important task qualification is missing. The supervisor says the worker completed it during a toolbox session. Someone finds a sign-in sheet, but the title is generic and there is no indication of what was covered. That does not automatically mean the employer failed to train. It means the evidence is weak and the investigation now has to spend time deciding what the record really proves.
A better system anticipates that request. The worker profile, relevant training history, content version, refresher status, task mapping, and corrective assignments should be retrievable without six separate searches.
The lesson is straightforward. Post-incident readiness is not an emergency administrative task. It is a feature of the training system you operate every day.
Transition  The problem becomes obvious when the record is fragmented or uncertain.


Slide 4  The Weak Answer
Suggested timing  3 minutes
Purpose  Illustrate how uncertainty and fragmented records increase post-incident risk even when training may have occurred.
Speaker script
The sentence on this slide is deliberately uncomfortable. ‘We think he took that course.’ Most organizations would never choose that as an official answer, but versions of it appear when the records are fragmented.
Someone remembers the worker attending. A manager is confident the whole crew completed it. A spreadsheet has an entry, but no course version. A certificate has a date, but the role is unclear. A generic orientation record exists, but it does not show whether the task-specific hazard was covered.
Uncertainty creates two problems. The first is evidentiary. You cannot clearly demonstrate what happened. The second is operational. You cannot easily identify what needs to change because you do not know where the original system broke down.
Scattered files are an obvious source of weakness, but generic records are just as important. A record that says ‘forklift training complete’ may be useful, but after an event involving a specific powered industrial truck, work area, attachment, or operating condition, the organization may need to understand what that training actually addressed.
The same is true for version history. If a procedure changed after a near miss and the training content was updated, can you show who received the old version and who received the revised one? If not, you may have a completion record without the context needed to interpret it.
An audit trail also matters. If an administrator changed a due date, manually marked a course complete, reassigned a worker, or updated a curriculum, the system should preserve enough history to understand that sequence. Otherwise, the organization may have a current status without a reliable timeline.
The point is not to build a record so dense that nobody can use it. It is to eliminate the most damaging ambiguity. A good record should allow a reasonable person to understand who the worker was, what training applied, when it occurred, what content was involved, whether it was current, and what follow-up actions occurred.
If the organization has to rely heavily on recollection, the record is not ready.
Transition  So what should a strong record contain? I use a five-part evidence chain.


Slide 5  The Evidence Chain
Suggested timing  4 minutes
Purpose  Introduce a five-part model for a defensible training record.
Speaker script
This is the central framework for the webinar. A strong training record answers five questions. Who, what, when, match, and action.
Who sounds basic, but it is more than a name. The record should identify the worker, role, work location where relevant, and ideally the supervisory context. Role matters because training requirements often depend on job function, task assignment, and exposure.
What means the actual training content. What course or session was assigned? What topic did it cover? Which version? Was there a related policy, procedure, standard, or operating instruction? A title alone may not tell the full story.
When includes the assignment date, completion date, expiry date where applicable, refresher status, and any later reassignment. Timing matters because the investigation may ask whether the training existed before the exposure, not simply whether the worker eventually completed it.
Match is where many training systems become weak. Did the training correspond to the worker’s actual task, hazard, equipment, work area, and level of responsibility? A worker can have a long completion history and still lack the one qualification that matters for the incident being investigated.
Action is what happens after the system detects a gap or after an incident identifies a learning need. Was corrective training assigned? Was it completed? Did the supervisor verify a change in practice? Was the procedure updated? Did other exposed workers receive the same learning?
These five elements turn a list of course completions into a more complete evidence chain. It moves the organization from saying, ‘We delivered training,’ to saying, ‘Here is the worker, here is the content, here is when it occurred, here is why it applied to the work, and here is what we did when the system required follow-up.’
CCOHS makes a related point in its due diligence guidance by identifying worker orientation, education, training, inspections, incident reports, corrective actions, and supervisor records as examples of documentation that can help demonstrate due diligence. The emphasis is not on one certificate. It is on a documented system of prevention and response.
As you look at your own LMS, ask whether these five questions can be answered from the system itself or whether people have to leave the system and reconstruct the rest from email, spreadsheets, or memory.
Transition  We can now use that model to diagnose the difference between a basic record and a defensible one.


Slide 6  Record Quality Diagnostic
Suggested timing  4 minutes
Purpose  Help the audience compare basic attendance evidence with a more defensible digital record.
Speaker script
This slide gives us a practical diagnostic. None of the items on the left are automatically useless. A sign-in sheet can be valid evidence that people attended a session. The problem is that attendance alone may answer only a small part of the post-incident question.
Take the first comparison. A sign-in sheet tells us who was present, assuming it is complete and legible. An LMS assignment can also show who was expected to complete the training, whether the worker completed it, and what was outstanding before the due date.
Attendance only is another common limitation. A stronger record can preserve completion, assessment result where used, acknowledgement, and course version. Again, a quiz score is not proof of practical competence, but it gives more information about the training event than a signature alone.
Generic topic versus task and hazard mapping is especially important. If your system assigns training by role, site, equipment, or risk exposure, it becomes easier to show why a particular worker received a particular curriculum. It also becomes easier to identify a missing assignment before an incident.
The refresher trigger matters because many requirements are not one-and-done. Retraining may be triggered by expiry, a change in job assignment, new equipment, changed procedures, an incident, a near miss, or evidence that the worker is not applying the control correctly. The exact trigger depends on the standard and the task.
Supervisor visibility is the final comparison. If managers cannot see training gaps, the LMS becomes a recordkeeping system after the fact rather than a control system before exposure. The better design gives supervisors role-level visibility so they can decide whether a worker is ready for an assignment.
A useful way to assess your own record is to pick one high-risk role and ask five questions. Can I see everything the worker is required to have? Can I see what is missing? Can I see the content version? Can I see when the next refresher is due? Can the supervisor see the same thing before assigning work?
If those answers are yes, you are much closer to post-incident readiness.
Transition  One of the biggest differences between the two is whether the training can be connected to the work that produced the risk.


Slide 7  Training Must Match the Work
Suggested timing  4 minutes
Purpose  Explain why course completion is not enough unless the training aligns with the actual role, task, hazard, equipment, and conditions.
Speaker script
This slide is about relevance. A training record becomes more persuasive when there is a clear connection between the worker, the task, and the hazard.
Suppose a worker completed a general machine-safety course. That may be valuable. But if the incident involves a specific lockout procedure on a particular production line, the investigation may ask whether the worker was trained on the energy-control procedure that applied to that equipment and role.
Or consider mobile equipment. A general awareness course for pedestrians is different from operator training. Operator training for one category of equipment may not address a specialized attachment, site traffic rule, or unusual operating condition. The point is not that every difference requires a separate course. The point is that the training system should reflect the actual exposure rather than relying only on broad titles.
There is also a role dimension. A worker may need task training. A supervisor may need additional training on authorization, verification, stop-work decisions, and oversight. A contractor may need site-specific orientation even if the contractor firm already trained the worker on the trade skill.
After an incident, the strongest evidence connects the training decision to the work decision. This worker was assigned this task. This task involved these hazards. The required curriculum for that role and exposure included these modules or practical qualifications. The worker completed them before assignment. The supervisor could see that status.
That is much stronger than producing a long transcript and asking the investigator to assume one of the courses must have covered the issue.
A practical LMS design therefore starts with role and task architecture, not just content upload. Which roles perform which tasks? Which tasks involve which critical hazards? Which training is mandatory before exposure? Which items are awareness, which are qualification, and which require field verification outside the LMS?
This last point matters. The LMS can support the evidence chain, but it should not be asked to prove things it cannot prove. A digital completion can show learning activity. Practical competence may still require supervised demonstration, a qualification process, or field verification depending on the task.
Defensibility improves when the organization is precise about what each record does and does not prove.
Transition  Relevance tells us why the training mattered. The audit trail tells us when everything happened.


Slide 8  Audit Trails Change the Conversation
Suggested timing  4 minutes
Purpose  Show why timestamps, versions, reassignment history, and administrative changes matter after an incident.
Speaker script
An audit trail answers a question that a simple completion report cannot. What happened over time?
Assignment date can show when the organization identified that training as required for the worker. Completion date shows when the learner finished it. Version history shows which content was active. Refresher history shows whether the worker stayed current. Administrative history can explain whether due dates, assignments, or statuses were changed.
Why does that matter? Because post-incident reviews often become chronological. What did the organization know, and when did it know it? When was the worker assigned to the role? When did the procedure change? When was the updated course published? When was the worker assigned the new version? Was the incident before or after completion?
A timestamp can change the interpretation of the record. Imagine a corrective course that appears on a worker’s transcript after an incident. Without the assignment and completion timeline, a reviewer may not know whether that training existed before the event or was added afterward as a corrective action. Both may be legitimate, but they mean different things.
Electronic recordkeeping can be very strong here because the system can preserve information consistently. OSHA has long recognized electronic training records where the applicable standard’s certification requirements are met and the records are accessible. The technology itself is not the issue. Integrity and accessibility are.
That means administrators also need discipline. Manual overrides should be limited, documented, and attributable. Imported historical records should be identified as imports where appropriate. Course versioning should be intentional. If a course changes materially, the organization should know whether the change requires reassignment to existing workers.
This is one of those areas where a good LMS quietly creates value every day. Nobody celebrates a timestamp when nothing has gone wrong. But during an investigation, that timeline can prevent hours or days of reconstruction and reduce arguments about what the record means.
A simple question for your system administrator is this. If I changed an assignment today, could we still understand what the record looked like yesterday? If the answer is no, your audit trail may not be strong enough for high-risk training.
Transition  That timeline is strongest when it exists before anyone asks for it.


Slide 9  The Best Post-Incident Record Is Built Pre-Incident
Suggested timing  3 minutes
Purpose  Reframe readiness as a proactive training-governance issue rather than an investigation response issue.
Speaker script
This slide is the hinge point in the presentation. The best post-incident record is built before the incident.
Before the event, the system should assign training by role and task, show supervisors where the gaps are, and trigger refreshers without depending on someone remembering a spreadsheet date. That is prevention.
After the event, the same system should help produce a coherent evidence pack, assign corrective learning, and reveal trends across workers, sites, tasks, and supervisors. That is response and learning.
The strength comes from using the same source of truth on both sides of the event. You are not creating a separate compliance archive that nobody uses operationally. You are using the system that managers and workers rely on every day.
That also reduces the temptation to improve the record after the fact in a way that confuses the timeline. Corrective training should absolutely be added after an incident when it is appropriate, but it should be clearly identifiable as corrective action, not blended into the pre-incident history.
There is a cultural benefit here too. When supervisors regularly use training status to make assignment decisions, post-incident readiness stops being a legal or administrative concern and becomes part of operational control.
The organization is essentially saying, ‘We do not wait for an incident to ask whether the worker was ready.’ That is the mindset we want.
Transition  To make the system preventive, the people assigning the work need visibility before exposure starts.


Slide 10  Supervisors Cannot Manage What They Cannot See
Suggested timing  4 minutes
Purpose  Connect LMS visibility to frontline decisions before exposure and post-incident accountability afterward.
Speaker script
Training systems often fail at the last mile. Safety or HR can produce reports, but the frontline supervisor who assigns the work cannot see the worker’s actual readiness status.
That creates a strange situation. The organization has the information, but the person making the operational decision does not have it at the moment it matters.
Supervisor visibility should be simple. A manager should be able to see whether a required qualification is missing, whether a refresher has expired, whether a new task requires an additional assignment, and whether an incident or observation triggered corrective learning.
For some high-risk work, the appropriate response to a gap may be to block the assignment. For other work, the response may be escalation to safety, scheduling of training, or temporary restriction. The control should match the risk and the applicable requirements.
After an incident, supervisor visibility also becomes part of the factual story. Did the supervisor have access to the worker’s status? Was the gap visible? Was there a process for resolving it? Did the supervisor knowingly assign the worker despite an expired requirement? Or was the gap hidden because the system did not connect training status to the work process?
Those are very different management-system findings.
A dashboard should not overwhelm the supervisor with every course in the organization. It should highlight the training that matters for the worker’s current role and assignments. Ideally, it should also show what is coming due soon so the manager can act before the record expires.
This is where LMS design becomes operational design. The question is not, ‘Can the software produce a report?’ The question is, ‘Can the person who controls the work see the risk early enough to change the decision?’
If the answer is yes, the LMS is supporting prevention, not just administration.
Transition  Visibility helps prevent the gap. When an incident does identify a gap, the corrective process has to close the loop.


Slide 11  Corrective Training Must Close the Loop
Suggested timing  4 minutes
Purpose  Show how post-incident learning should move from identified gap to verified change rather than stopping at course completion.
Speaker script
After an investigation identifies a training or knowledge gap, the easiest response is to assign a course. Sometimes that is appropriate. Sometimes it is not enough.
The four-step loop on this slide is intentionally simple. First, identify the cause or gap. Second, assign the appropriate learning response. Third, track completion. Fourth, have the supervisor verify that the required change actually occurred.
That last step is critical because corrective training is not the same as corrective action. If the investigation found that workers were not applying a lockout verification step, assigning a refresher may address knowledge, but the organization should also ask whether the procedure was clear, the isolation points were labelled, the work was supervised properly, production pressure influenced the behaviour, and the field practice changed afterward.
In other words, do not use training as a universal fix for non-training problems.
A strong LMS can help document the learning portion of the corrective plan. It can assign targeted content, identify the affected population, set a due date, track completion, and show the record later. But the investigation team should decide whether additional actions are needed outside the LMS.
Supervisor verification is where the loop reconnects to the work. The supervisor may observe the task, conduct a practical demonstration, review the changed procedure with the crew, or confirm that the new control is being used.
The record should show enough to distinguish the four stages. Gap identified. Training assigned. Training completed. Behaviour or control verified where appropriate.
This matters because after a second similar event, leadership will want to know whether the first corrective action genuinely changed the system. A transcript that says everyone completed a refresher may not answer that question by itself.
The goal is learning that changes risk, not learning that closes a ticket.
Transition  A reliable corrective system also needs defined triggers so follow-up does not depend on memory.


Slide 12  Use Triggers, Not Memory
Suggested timing  4 minutes
Purpose  Explain why refresher and corrective workflows should be tied to defined events rather than informal reminders.
Speaker script
Not every incident requires the same training response, and not every refresher should be driven by the calendar.
The first trigger on this slide is an incident. If the investigation identifies a relevant knowledge, skill, or procedural gap, corrective training may be assigned to the individual, the crew, a role group, or a wider population.
A near miss may justify a more targeted refresher. A procedure change may require updated training before the revised process goes live. A role change may create a new curriculum. An expired record may trigger automatic renewal.
The key is to define these triggers before people are under pressure. If the process depends on one safety manager remembering who needs what after each event, inconsistency is almost guaranteed.
Automation can help, but automation should follow policy. The organization should decide which events create automatic assignments, which require review, and which require a different response altogether.
For example, an expired awareness course may be automatically reassigned. A serious incident involving a critical task may require the investigation team to select the appropriate corrective learning rather than automatically assigning the same generic refresher to everyone.
Procedure change is another important example. If a course is linked to a procedure and that procedure changes materially, the training owner should have a defined process for reviewing whether the course must be updated and whether existing workers need reassignment.
This is where LMS governance matters as much as LMS features. Someone must own the content, someone must own the role curriculum, and someone must own the trigger logic.
When those ownership rules are clear, the system reduces dependence on memory and makes the post-incident response more consistent.
Transition  When the system is structured this way, the post-incident request should produce one coherent evidence pack rather than six separate searches.


Slide 13  One Evidence Pack, Not Six Searches
Suggested timing  4 minutes
Purpose  Define the ideal package an employer should be able to assemble quickly after an incident.
Speaker script
If you take only one practical exercise away from today, make it this one. Build a sample evidence pack before you need it.
The worker profile gives the basic context. Role, location, supervisor, and other relevant assignment information. The training history shows the courses, dates, results, and current status. The course-content record identifies the title, version, topics, and where appropriate the related procedure or policy.
The task map explains why that training applied. This is often the missing piece. It connects the worker’s role to the task and hazard instead of simply producing a transcript.
The corrective record shows what happened after a previous gap, near miss, incident, or expiry. Was training assigned? Was it completed? Was it closed? The supervisor view helps answer whether any known gap was visible before the incident.
None of these items should be interpreted as a legal checklist that every employer must produce in every case. The actual records requested will depend on the jurisdiction, incident, regulator, litigation status, privacy obligations, and applicable standards. The exercise is about readiness.
Imagine receiving an internal request that says, ‘Please provide the training record relevant to this event.’ Could your team assemble a coherent package in 30 minutes? Could a second person assemble the same package and get the same answer?
Consistency matters because post-incident pressure can create version problems. One person sends an old course outline. Another sends a current curriculum. A supervisor forwards a spreadsheet that contains information inconsistent with the LMS. The evidence pack should reduce those contradictions by identifying the authoritative sources.
This is also a good reason to involve legal and privacy teams in advance. Training records can contain personal information. Investigation materials may become privileged in some circumstances, depending on how counsel is involved. Do not wait for a serious event to decide who is allowed to export, share, or preserve these records.
Speed is valuable, but controlled speed is better. The right evidence pack is complete, consistent, and handled according to the organization’s legal and privacy requirements.
Transition  That is the operational problem SafetyNow is designed to support.


Slide 14  How SafetyNow Supports Readiness
Suggested timing  4 minutes
Purpose  Position SafetyNow as the infrastructure that supports assignment, tracking, refresher management, and evidence production without overstating what an LMS can prove.
Speaker script
This is where I want to connect the operational principles we have discussed to SafetyNow.
The value proposition is not that an LMS solves incident investigation. It does not. The value is that the LMS gives the organization a controlled place to assign training, track completion and gaps, manage refreshers and corrective learning, and produce the training evidence when questions arise.
The first step is assign. Curricula can be structured by role, location, task, or another meaningful grouping so workers receive the training that applies to their work rather than a generic list of courses.
The second step is track. Completion status, gaps, due dates, and training history should be visible to the people who need to act. That includes administrators, but it should also include supervisors where the organization’s governance model allows it.
The third step is refresh. Expiry-based retraining, procedure updates, and corrective assignments can be managed through defined workflows instead of scattered reminders.
The fourth step is prove. When the organization needs the record, it should be able to retrieve the worker’s training history and related evidence without reconstructing it from multiple disconnected sources.
There is an important boundary here. SafetyNow can help prove that training was assigned, completed, refreshed, and recorded. It does not automatically prove that every worker was competent in every field condition or that every control was applied correctly. For tasks that require practical qualification or field verification, those elements should be part of the broader system.
That balanced approach is stronger than overselling the LMS. A defensible system uses the LMS for what it does exceptionally well, then connects it to supervision, competency verification, procedures, and incident investigation.
The incident review is looking for a story. The LMS should make the training part of that story clear, complete, and easy to retrieve.
Transition  But the purpose of that evidence is not simply to defend the organization. It should also expose what needs to improve.


Slide 15  The Purpose Is Not Hiding Weakness
Suggested timing  3 minutes
Purpose  Emphasize that good records should support learning and honest investigation, not simply defence.
Speaker script
This slide is important because the word defensible can be misunderstood. A defensible record is not a record designed to hide mistakes. It is a record that accurately shows what the organization did and did not do.
If the training was complete and appropriate, the record should allow you to demonstrate that. If the training was missing, expired, too generic, or poorly matched to the task, the system should allow you to see that too.
That honesty is essential to investigation. The purpose of an incident review is not simply to defend the past. It is to prevent recurrence.
A good LMS record can support root-cause analysis by helping investigators distinguish a knowledge gap from other causes. Maybe the worker was properly trained but the procedure was impractical. Maybe the worker completed the course but the supervisor never reinforced the control. Maybe the training was appropriate at the time but the equipment changed. Maybe the course was assigned but never completed before the task was performed.
Those findings lead to different corrective actions.
This is why I would avoid using training as the default explanation for every incident. ‘Retrain the worker’ is easy to write on a corrective action form, but if training was not the cause, retraining will not solve the problem.
Use the record to defend what was done, find what was missing, and assign what must change. That is a much more credible and mature approach.
Transition  That learning only works if safety, HR, operations, and leadership are working from the same record.


Slide 16  Post-Incident Readiness Is Shared
Suggested timing  4 minutes
Purpose  Clarify the roles of safety, HR, operations, and leadership in maintaining one consistent training record.
Speaker script
Post-incident readiness is not owned by the LMS administrator alone. Four groups usually need different views of the same underlying record.
Safety needs the record for investigation, corrective action, trend analysis, and hazard-control assurance. HR may need worker role history, employment context, policy acknowledgements, and the personnel-record connection. Operations needs task relevance and supervisor follow-up. Leadership needs risk trends and assurance that the system is functioning.
Problems appear when each group maintains a separate version of the truth. HR has the current job title. Safety has the course completion. Operations knows the worker changed tasks three months ago. Payroll has the location transfer. None of the systems synchronize.
One source of truth does not necessarily mean one software platform contains every piece of organizational data. It means the organization has decided which system is authoritative for each field and how those systems connect.
For training, the LMS should be the authoritative source for assignment, completion, version, refresher, and related learning records. Role and employment data may come from an HRIS. Task qualification may involve operational systems or field sign-off. The governance model should define those boundaries.
This also matters for privacy. Not everyone needs access to every field. Supervisors may need to know whether a qualification is current without seeing unrelated personal data. Investigation teams may need a broader export under controlled access.
The best time to define those roles is before the incident. Who can pull the record? Who validates it? Who decides what is shared externally? Who preserves it if litigation is reasonably anticipated? Who assigns corrective training? Who verifies closeout?
When those responsibilities are clear, the organization can respond faster without improvising during the most stressful moment.
Transition  The good news is that you can improve readiness without a year-long transformation. Start with a 30-day sprint.


Slide 17  A 30-Day Readiness Sprint
Suggested timing  4 minutes
Purpose  Give the audience a practical implementation sequence for improving post-incident training readiness.
Speaker script
Let us make this practical. You do not need to redesign your entire training program next week. Start with a 30-day readiness sprint.
Week one is mapping high-risk roles and required training. Pick the roles where an incident would create the most serious questions. Identify the tasks, hazards, qualifications, and curricula associated with those roles. Make sure the requirements are not just a catalogue of everything the organization offers.
Week two is cleaning historical records and gaps. Look for duplicate profiles, expired training, imported records with missing detail, workers assigned to the wrong curriculum, and records that cannot be tied to the current role. Do not quietly backfill information you cannot verify. Flag uncertainty and create a plan to resolve it.
Week three is building refresher and corrective workflows. Define what happens when a course expires, when a procedure changes, when a worker moves roles, when a near miss occurs, and when an investigation identifies a training gap. Decide which triggers can be automated and which require review.
Week four is the test. Choose one realistic scenario and build the evidence pack. Pretend a worker was involved in a serious forklift incident, a lockout failure, a chemical exposure, or another event relevant to your operation. Ask someone who does not normally administer the LMS to retrieve the training evidence.
Time the exercise. Note where people got stuck. Did they know which record was authoritative? Could they identify the course version? Could they see whether the training matched the role? Could the supervisor view the same status? Could they distinguish pre-incident training from corrective training assigned after the event?
The point of the exercise is not to create a perfect binder. It is to find weaknesses while the stakes are low.
Test the system before the incident tests it for you.
Transition  That sprint should leave you with three priorities that are easy to remember.


Slide 18  Remember These Three Things
Suggested timing  3 minutes
Purpose  Close the instructional portion with three operational priorities.
Speaker script
If you remember only three things from today, make them these.
First, centralize the training record. You should know where the authoritative evidence lives and avoid depending on six disconnected sources for the basic answer.
Second, match training to the work. A long transcript is not the same as readiness. The record is stronger when the organization can explain why the training applied to the worker’s role, task, hazard, and equipment.
Third, close the corrective loop. When an incident, near miss, procedure change, or observed gap triggers learning, track the assignment, completion, and where appropriate the field verification that the change took hold.
The incident review starts before the incident because every assignment, completion, expiry, version change, and supervisor decision becomes part of the future record.
The final sentence on the slide is deliberately demanding. If you cannot prove it quickly, consistently, and by task, the record is not ready.
That does not mean the record must be perfect or that the LMS must contain every form in the safety system. It means the organization should be able to produce a coherent answer without relying primarily on memory.
If you can do that, the LMS becomes more than a training delivery tool. It becomes part of the organization’s readiness, assurance, and learning infrastructure.
Transition  Before questions, I want to close the content with the source and legal caveat behind the presentation.


Slide 19  Source Notes and Caution
Suggested timing  3 minutes
Purpose  Provide legal and jurisdictional caution and explain the authoritative sources behind the webinar.
Speaker script
Before we move to questions, I want to spend a minute on the legal and jurisdictional caveat because this topic crosses several areas of law and compliance.
Training, incident investigation, record retention, privacy, union obligations, workers’ compensation, occupational health and safety, and litigation rules vary across Canada and the United States. Different hazards also carry different training and certification requirements. This presentation is general operational guidance, not legal advice for a specific incident.
The U.S. references include OSHA’s recordkeeping resources and its guidance on training certification and electronic training records. OSHA recognizes electronic records in many training contexts when the applicable standard’s requirements are met and the records are accessible.
The Canadian references include CCOHS guidance on incident investigation and due diligence documentation. CCOHS specifically identifies worker training records, inspections, incident reports, corrective actions, and supervisor records as examples of documentation that can help demonstrate due diligence.
WorkSafeBC is a useful example of how incident investigations can draw on training records. Its investigation materials explain that officers may collect relevant documents such as procedures and training records, and its employer investigation process requires corrective-action follow-through for incidents covered by the statutory requirements.
Those examples reinforce the webinar’s main operational point. Training documentation is not an isolated administrative requirement. It can become part of the evidence used to understand what happened, what the employer knew, what the worker was prepared to do, and what needs to change.
For a real serious incident, involve the right internal and external advisers early. Preserve records, follow your jurisdiction’s reporting and investigation requirements, and get legal advice where appropriate.
Transition  With that context, let us end on the readiness question I would ask every organization.


Slide 20  Questions
Suggested timing  2 minutes plus Q and A
Purpose  End with a provocative readiness question and invite audience discussion.
Speaker script
I want to close with the question on the screen because it is the most practical test of everything we have discussed.
What would your organization be able to prove in the first 30 minutes after an incident?
Could you identify the worker and role? Could you show the relevant training history? Could you identify the content version? Could you show whether the training matched the task? Could you see whether a refresher was due? Could you show what the supervisor knew before the assignment? Could you distinguish the pre-incident record from corrective learning assigned afterward?
If the answer to most of those questions is yes, your training system is doing more than delivering content. It is supporting readiness.
If the answer is no, that is not a reason to panic. It is a reason to run the 30-day sprint, pick one high-risk role, and improve the evidence chain before a real event creates the pressure.
Thank you for joining me. I am happy to take your questions.

Questions
If we have a training completion record in the LMS, isn’t that enough to prove the employee was trained?
Not necessarily.
A completion record is an important piece of evidence, but it answers only one question: did the system record that the worker completed the assigned training?
After an incident, the questions usually become more specific. Was it the right training for that employee’s job? Was it completed before exposure to the hazard? What version of the training did they receive? Did it address the task involved in the incident? Was understanding assessed? Had anything changed since the training was completed? Was refresher or corrective training required?
For higher-risk activities, you may also need evidence of practical instruction, supervisor verification, competency assessment, or task-specific qualification.
So I would never describe the LMS record as the entire defence.
I would describe it as an essential part of the evidence chain.
The strongest position is being able to connect assignment, completion, understanding, supervision, competency, and retraining into one coherent story.

What training records should we preserve after an incident?
My advice is to preserve more than just the certificate associated with the injured worker.
Start by preserving the employee’s relevant training history as it existed at the time of the incident. That might include:
· Course assignments
· Completion dates
· Assessment results
· Course versions
· Certificates
· Instructor-led attendance
· Practical competency records
· Supervisor acknowledgements
· Refresher history
· Corrective training
· Expiry or renewal information
I would also preserve the training requirements attached to the job or task, because investigators may want to understand what the organization expected the employee to have completed.
And importantly, avoid altering the historical record.
If corrective training is assigned after the incident, the system should make it clear that it happened after the event. You don’t want subsequent activity to obscure what the training status actually was at the time of the incident.
Think of the LMS as part training system and part historical record.

Should we immediately retrain everyone after an incident?
Not automatically.
That is a very common reaction, but retraining should address an identified problem.
First understand what happened.
Was the incident caused by a knowledge gap?
Was the worker trained but unable to apply the training?
Was the procedure unclear?
Did the equipment change?
Was supervision inadequate?
Was the worker under production pressure?
Was the training perfectly adequate but the actual control failed?
If you automatically send everyone back through the same course, you may generate a lot of completions without addressing the cause.
Sometimes retraining is appropriate.
Sometimes you need targeted coaching.
Sometimes you need practical competency verification.
Sometimes the real corrective action is engineering, procedure redesign, better supervision, scheduling changes, or equipment modification.
Training is one control. It shouldn’t become the default answer to every incident.

What is the difference between refresher training and corrective training?
I think it is useful to separate them.
Refresher training reinforces knowledge periodically or when conditions suggest that knowledge may have degraded. It may be scheduled annually, triggered by expiry dates, or delivered when regulations, equipment, or procedures change.
Corrective training responds to a specific deficiency.
For example, after an investigation you may discover that a worker misunderstood part of a lockout procedure. Corrective training should address that specific deficiency and ideally verify that the worker can now perform the requirement correctly.
That distinction matters in your records.
If everything is simply labelled “retraining,” you lose information about why the training occurred.
A strong LMS record should tell the story:
Initial training.
Refresher training.
Incident.
Corrective training.
Verification.
That timeline is much more meaningful than a list of course completions.

What if the worker completed the course and passed the quiz but still says they didn’t understand the procedure?
That is exactly why training effectiveness matters.
Passing a quiz doesn’t automatically prove competency.
For relatively straightforward awareness training, an assessment may provide reasonable evidence of understanding.
For complex or high-risk tasks, I would want more.
Ask the worker to demonstrate the procedure.
Have the supervisor observe performance.
Use scenario-based questions.
Verify the worker can identify stop conditions.
Confirm they know what to do when circumstances differ from the textbook example.
This becomes particularly important with hazardous energy, confined spaces, mobile equipment, fall protection, powered equipment, electrical work, and similar activities.
The question after an incident is not just:
“Did we tell them?”
It may become:
“Did we have a reasonable basis for believing they could perform the task safely?”
That requires stronger evidence.

How important is the version of the course or procedure that the worker received?
Very important.
Imagine an organization changes a lockout procedure in June.
An incident occurs in September.
The LMS shows the employee completed lockout training two years ago.
That immediately raises another question:
Were they trained on the current procedure?
Version control allows you to answer that.
Ideally, you should be able to identify what course or procedure was in effect when the training occurred, when revisions were introduced, who needed retraining, and whether that retraining occurred.
This becomes especially important when equipment, legislation, company procedures, or manufacturer requirements change.
Simply knowing that someone took “Forklift Safety” or “Lockout Training” isn’t always enough.
You want to know which version, when, and why.

What should a supervisor be able to see in the LMS?
A supervisor should be able to answer practical operational questions without needing to call HR or the training department every time.
For example:
Who on my team is overdue?
Who is approaching expiry?
Who has not completed required training?
Who is qualified for this task?
Who completed corrective training?
Who still needs practical verification?
If supervisors don’t have visibility, the training system becomes administratively centralized but operationally disconnected.
That creates risk.
The people assigning work should have enough visibility to know whether the person receiving that assignment is ready to perform it.
The LMS should help prevent the incident, not simply explain training status after it happens.

What if some of our training records are still in spreadsheets, paper files, or another system?
That is extremely common.
The first step isn’t pretending the records don’t exist.
Preserve them.
Then determine which records can reasonably be migrated into your primary training system.
What I would avoid is allowing fragmented systems to continue indefinitely.
When an investigation begins, nobody wants to hear:
“The online courses are here, the instructor-led records are in this spreadsheet, forklift certificates are in the supervisor’s desk, contractor records are on SharePoint, and some older files may be in storage.”
That may still be legitimate evidence, but it creates unnecessary uncertainty.
The longer-term objective should be one authoritative training record or, at minimum, one place from which the organization can reliably retrieve the complete history.
That is one of the strongest arguments for LMS consolidation.

Can an LMS help with due diligence?
Yes, but I would be careful with the wording.
An LMS can provide important evidence relevant to due diligence.
It doesn’t create due diligence by itself.
The organization still needs appropriate policies, procedures, hazard controls, supervision, enforcement, equipment, inspections, competency verification, and corrective action.
What the LMS can do exceptionally well is help demonstrate that training was systematically managed.
Who needed training?
Who received it?
When?
What did they receive?
What was the result?
Was retraining triggered?
Was the supervisor able to see outstanding requirements?
Those records can materially strengthen the organization’s ability to demonstrate that it had a functioning training system rather than an informal one.
But software doesn’t replace management.
It gives management better evidence.

Should we document toolbox talks, coaching, and supervisor conversations in the LMS too?
Where they materially relate to competency, retraining, or safety expectations, I think there is significant value in doing so.
Not every five-minute conversation needs to become a formal training record.
But consider a supervisor who identifies that an employee is using a machine incorrectly.
They stop the employee, demonstrate the proper technique, have the employee demonstrate it back, and authorize the person to resume work.
That interaction may become very important six months later.
If the only record says “employee coached,” you have limited evidence.
A better record might identify what issue was observed, what instruction was provided, who delivered it, when it occurred, and how competency was verified.
Again, proportion matters.
You don’t want administration to become so burdensome that supervisors stop coaching.
The goal is to capture meaningful safety interventions, not every conversation.

How quickly should corrective training happen after an incident?
The answer depends on the risk and what the investigation reveals.
But one principle should be firm:
A worker should not return to a task with a known competency deficiency simply because the investigation isn’t finished.
If you discover an immediate training or competency gap, control the exposure.
That may mean restricting the worker from the task temporarily.
Then provide the necessary instruction and verify competency before returning them to the activity.
At the same time, don’t rush to assign generic training simply so the corrective-action box can be checked.
There is a difference between acting quickly and acting superficially.
The investigation should identify what needs correcting, and the training response should match that finding.

What should an employer be able to produce if someone asks for the training evidence tomorrow morning?
This is probably the question I’d use to close the webinar.
For the worker and task involved, you should ideally be able to produce a clear timeline showing:
What training was required.
When it was assigned.
When it was completed.
What content or version was delivered.
How understanding was assessed.
Whether practical competency was required and verified.
Whether refresher requirements existed.
Whether any training had expired.
Whether prior coaching or corrective training had occurred.
What the supervisor could see before assigning the task.
And what training actions were taken after the incident.
That shouldn’t require three days of searching through filing cabinets, email attachments, spreadsheets, and old systems.
Your records should tell the story.
And that is really the message behind the entire webinar.
You do not build the training record after the incident. The incident tests the training record you built before it.
That is why good LMS administration isn’t merely an efficiency issue.
It is part of operational readiness, investigation readiness, and the organization’s ability to demonstrate what it reasonably did to prepare people for the work.

