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Foreword

As the mission of Task Force EXCEL has evolved and the Human Performance Command (HPC) has become a recognized Navy organization, the role of the Navy Human Performance Professional (HPP) has become better defined.  This document has also evolved to distinguish the difference among the major elements that affect and shape the workload of HPPs including:

· The field of study called Human Performance Technology

· Task Force EXCEL’s conceptual Human Performance System Model

· The Human Performance Improvement Process Model and the practice of human performance consulting

This document is a primer aimed directly at Navy HPPs.  It provides background and foundational information on these interrelated elements, explaining what the components are and how they may be used to improve individual and organizational performance in the Navy.  This document is intended to provide guidance but not formal instruction.  While Human Performance Technology follows a systematic process, it remains flexible to allow for changing conditions as projects progress, so does this document.  

[image: image2]
Task Force EXCEL Background

The Chief of Naval Operation established Task Force EXCEL to implement the recommendations presented in the Executive Review of Navy Training (ERNT) report, prepared by a group of Fleet, NETC and OPNAV representatives, to better meet Navy mission requirements. 

When he established Task Force EXCEL, Admiral Vern Clark, Chief of Naval Operations, stated, “We will identify the knowledge, skills, abilities, and tools our Sailors need to fight and win; and leverage emergent learning technologies in the most effective and efficient manner.  We are going to challenge all of our assumptions about when, where, and how we train our people. Where there are advantages in change we will change.”

The ERNT report emphasizes that:

“The most important component of the Navy is its people.  However, despite shifting to an All-Volunteer Force 27 years ago, the Navy maintains a conscription mentality.  This mindset is evident in many examples that occur in the Navy processes for training and employing Sailors.  The Navy cannot afford to continue ‘business as usual’ in terms of how it relates to its workforce - the Sailors.  No amount of high-technology warfighting systems and platforms will replace the need for high-quality, highly motivated, and highly committed Sailors.  The young men and women of today demand much more from their work and from their employer than the Navy historically has provided.  This must change and you are part of that change.  The young men and women that the Navy needs expect job matches attuned to their personal interests and competencies.”

The Navy’s Human Performance initiative seeks to address these issues and provide a process for improving the Fleet’s ability to effectively deal with the emerging threats of the 21st century. 
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SECTION I

Human Performance Technology

Human Performance Technology

Human Performance Technology (HPT) may be described as a systematic method for finding cost-effective ways to help people perform their jobs better.  It is a discipline that applies systems thinking with the goal of aligning and improving organization performance.  It examines the whole organization and its environment (including human factors), not just individual jobs and tasks.  It focuses both on the systems within an organization and on the individuals who provide input to those systems.  It does not focus solely on training or knowledge/skills-related issues.  In other words, HPT is applied equally at the individual level, unit level, and overall organization level to address barriers to optimal performance (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1.  Simplified systems view of an organization.  HPT process can be applied to any level.

The International Society for Performance Improvement (ISPI) describes Human Performance Technology as, 

“...a set of methods and procedures, and a strategy for solving problems, for realizing opportunities related to the performance of people.  It can be applied to individuals, small groups, and large organizations.  It is, in reality, a systematic combination of three fundamental processes: performance analysis, cause analysis, and intervention selection.” (Source: www.ispi.org)

Within the framework of the organization as a system this three-process approach, along with a fourth element, is simply commonsense: (1) examine whether things are working as they should; (2) if they are not, determine why; then (3) decide what to do in order to make them work as they should, and (4) after implementation, measure and evaluate the effectiveness of the chosen solution.  In practice this process may be more complex, but these fundamentals are at the core of all performance improvement issues.

Numerous models represent variations on these general steps.  Figure 2 portrays the Navy’s conceptual view of the process as it was initiated under Task Force EXCEL (see Section II) and Figure 3 portrays an adaptation of industry/academia’s Human Performance Improvement Process Model, which is the Human Performance Command’s recommended approach to applying the practice of Human Performance Technology (see Section III).
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Figure 2.  Human Performance System Model (HPSM).
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Figure 3.  Human Performance Improvement (HPI) Process.

Though Figure 3 depicts HPI as a process with inputs, outputs and feedback loops, it cannot be overstated that this process takes a systems view of the organization, 
· treating it as an interconnected complex of functionally related components.  Applying the HPI Process from a systems approach 
considers the larger environment that impacts processes and other work, including pressures, expectations, constraints, and consequences
.  These are the overarching elements that affect all improvement efforts.

Achieving Success With Human Performance Technology

Three keys to successfully applying HPT are to: 

(1) know the customer and understand the organization’s goals, 

(2) recognize the differences in the process models in order to know which to apply, and 

(3) begin by clearly identifying the precise organization goal (specific results) you are trying to accomplish.  

Task Force EXCEL’s Human Performance System Model (HPSM) presents a greatly simplified view of what is actually a complex process, while the HPI Process serves as a comprehensive guide to the primary steps for improving performance.  

In order to focus on specific results you must know at which level in the organization you are applying the HPI Process (i.e., individual performer, group of performers, operating unit, process, whole organization, etc.).  While the process works well at any level, focusing on a specific area will obviously direct team effort toward a successful outcome that is based on the organization’s goals.  

For example, if Figure 1 represents the organization and if the organization goal is to effect a specific improvement across the board for all of its operating units, then you would apply the process at the organizational level, targeting all operating units.  You may or may not need to focus on individual performers, although you would certainly include them as part of the process.  

Navy example: Focusing on a specific improvement for all the ratings in a given Learning Center (for example, developing a career continuum that consolidates ratings).

Conversely, if the organizational goal is to address a specific deficiency in one particular operating unit, you would apply the process at the unit level, perhaps targeting individual workers in that unit.  Your analysis may compare other operating units to the one in question but your effort will remain focused on that one unit.

Navy example: Focusing on a specific improvement for a single rating in a given Learning Center or a specific ship (for example, reducing the incidence of repairing flexible couplings).

In either case your effort must not lose sight of the organization as a whole and how the area you are focusing on fits into the overall organization and its goals.  This systemic view will help you achieve success, especially when resources are taken into account.  It may be difficult to justify expending resources, no matter how noble the effort, if the outcome does not serve to accomplish the organization’s goals. 

Navy Implications for Applying HPT

As stated above you must know at which level in the organization you are applying the HPI Process.  Navy culture tends to focus improvement efforts on the individual Sailor more so than on the unit or overall organization, and in the past has tended to focus on training as the source for improvement.  HPI is a results-driven process that focuses improvement efforts on the organization.  It focuses on accomplishments or results rather than on behaviors, and it views the organization as a system.  For the Navy this means shifting away from the cultural tendency to think only within the training realm and beginning to think of more than training and individual performers (i.e., knowledge and skills) as the keys to performance improvement.

Change Management

By nature human performance consulting is political.  Any time jobs or organizations are examined, regardless of the reason, someone feels at risk.  This often manifests itself in “office politics” where advocates and resisters to change must eventually engage to work out their differences.  The Human Performance Professional must be prepared to enter this arena as a neutral party who can respond to the initiator and, based on the tasking, help move the effort to a successful conclusion.  To this end, a Change Management Plan should be developed that identifies political issues, sources of resistance, valid issues of concern, and other factors that may impede successful achievement of project goals, and details corresponding intentions for mitigating these factors.

[image: image8]

A Note About Cultural Tendencies

“Training” is Not Necessarily the Focus

The initial tasking sets the tone for the overall effort.  It helps determine the project scope, and, therefore, the project requirements and type of analyses that should be used.  The tasking may come from a problem statement, change in mission (e.g., introduction of a new system, technology or set of requirements), or as a result of ongoing evaluation (i.e., performance measures). 


While the initial goal may be to define performance requirements and identify barriers to performance, two cautions are crucial: (1) don’t jump to solutions, and (2) look beyond training.  In many instances it is tempting to jump past analysis altogether and to pick a logical solution that will “fix the problem.”  Resist this temptation—you could be wrong!  If your intuition is right, a proper analysis will provide the documentation to support your solution. 

While it is necessary to look at knowledge- and skill-related issues in defining and analyzing performance requirements, it is important to search beyond these issues.  It has been estimated that only 20 percent of an organization’s performance problems can be traced to issues stemming from individuals’ lack of knowledge or skill, and the other 80 percent are due to problems in the organization itself (e.g., faulty incentive programs, inefficient processes, management issues, personnel selection issues, outdated tools and technology, etc.) or an individual’s capacity/ability to do the job.  These are all organization issues that training will not fix; yet must be addressed.

SECTION II

Human Performance System Model

Human Performance System Model (HPSM)

For the Navy to gain a competitive advantage and address its performance issues, it has adopted a process for turning critical information into a shared knowledge and value base.  This formal process is conceptualized (see Figure 4) as a cyclical model that defines organization and individual performance requirements, establishes how best to achieve this performance, develops the necessary tools or products to enable it, implements the solution set, and provides feedback based on an evaluation of the outcomes.  By following this systematic iterative process the Navy can function while continually learning, adapting, and rejuvenating itself.  This leads to an improved organizational problem-solving ability and capacity for action.
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Figure 4.  Human Performance System Model (HPSM)

Of particular importance within the HPSM is Quadrant I because its purpose, to “Define Requirements,” can rightfully be interpreted in more than one way, thereby affecting how the remainder of the HPSM process will take shape.  The key lies in the initial tasking and its purpose (i.e., the project scope).  There are three acceptable interpretations that each places a slightly different focus on the effort:  

1. The first interpretation is to determine job requirements and show their linkage to Navy Mission Essential Task Lists (NMETLs).  This is generally a one-time effort resulting in a baseline database containing detailed information on job requirements as they directly pertain to military missions (see Sections IV and V).  These requirements show the linkage from individual job tasks all the way up to the specific NMETLs and JMETs (Joint Military Essential Tasks) they support.  This effort also establishes the linkage to civilian job equivalents.  

Interpreting the HPSM’s Quadrant I this way leads to defining human performance requirements by breaking down jobs and job tasks into specific behaviors and competencies, which are expressed in terms of what human operators are expected to do in order to accomplish the job or mission.  They include what tasks need to be done, what competencies (knowledge and skills) are required to do the tasks, and what the differences are between required and existing competencies.  All of these are linked to NMETLs.  

This interpretation of “Define Requirements” leads to development of the 5 Vector Model (see Section V), which makes the effort for the remaining HPSM quadrants to define, develop, execute and measure solutions for implementing the 5 Vector Model.

2. The second interpretation is to determine performance issues based on ongoing measurement and evaluation of organization and individual performance (i.e., Performance Analysis).  A similar interpretation more commonly associated with the field of Human Performance Technology is to identify, diagnose, and resolve performance issues.  This interpretation of “Define Requirements” leads to applying the HPI Process (see Section III).

3. The third interpretation is to determine or identify anticipated changes based on the introduction of new systems, new technology, or changes to mission or doctrine.  This effort results in a detailed description of the new requirements anticipated as a result of introducing change to the established program of record.  It is likely that a combination of analysis types may be used to determine these requirements.  This interpretation of “Define Requirements” incorporates both of the interpretations described above. 

For example, assume the initial tasking is to “establish baseline job requirements.”  In this instance “requirements” means military performance requirements based on mission accomplishment.  In this case you will use one or more types of job requirements analysis (e.g., Job Task Analysis, Occupational Analysis, Functional Analysis, Mission Area Analysis) to determine the job tasks and the competencies, knowledge, skills, abilities, and human factors of the worker relative to supporting the mission.  This effort is a compilation of all job requirements, by rating, from such sources as the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV), Secretary of the Navy (SECNAV) instructions, Navy Mission Essential Task List(s) (NMETL), Joint Mission Essential Task List(s) (JMETL), Universal Mission Essential Task List(s) (UMETL), training manuals, Occupational Standards (OCCSTDS), Performance Qualification manuals and other sources.  The output—the requirements—will be a complete and thorough baseline view of the job and the job incumbent linked to NMETLs.

If, however, your tasking is to address a performance issue within a rating that already has an established baseline, then “requirements” means the conditions affecting the situation.  In this case you would use the various analyses that make up the HPI Process (e.g., Performance Analysis, Gap Analysis, Root Cause Analysis, etc.) to diagnose the situation.  For example, if retention is the problem you have been tasked to address, you will conduct an analysis to find out why retention is low.  The “requirements” in this situation would not be derived from a Job Task Analysis, but through determining the reasons Sailors are leaving the Navy.  

Finally, if a new system, new technology, or mission change is about to be introduced, your tasking might include both addressing anticipated performance issues and revising the baseline performance requirements.  It is likely that multiple analyses will be used to determine the new requirements.

In summary, these are different interpretations for the same words used in the same context (i.e., Quadrant I, Define Requirements), but clarification comes with determining the tasking and scope of the effort.  It is critical that the correct interpretation of the term be specified at the outset so the expected results can be realized.
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HPSM Relative to Navy Training Requirements Reviews (NTRRs)

In September 2001 the Director of Naval Training and Education issued a message canceling all Navy Training Requirements Reviews (NTRRs), including SWTRRs, MTRRs, CRTRRs, ATRRs, and STRRs, in anticipation of a revised process based on the Human Performance System Model.  The most important change brought about by this directive is the shift from focusing on “training requirements” to focusing on “human performance requirements.” 

At that time the Human Performance Requirements Review (HPRR) process was announced with the understanding that it would replace all of the training requirements review processes; however, no further guidance was issued until now.  The HPRR is not a meeting, but a process, and can generally be considered to be the same as the HPSM with one exception: when defining Fleet requirements (i.e., interpreting Quadrant I to mean, “determine job requirements and show their relationship to NMETLs”), the HPRR is used to establish human performance requirements and almost certainly must be conducted as a formal meeting.

Other than that, the HPRR process extends throughout all four quadrants of the HPSM and is especially important in Quadrant IV.  Once the initial requirements have been defined and are being performed, ongoing measurement and evaluation will provide feedback and indicators as to how well performance goals are being met.  Thus, the HPRR (a.k.a. HPSM) is an ongoing process in the normal course of Center business and serves as a mechanism for reporting performance and raising awareness of issues.  Each Center should take overall responsibility for gathering and acting on reports of real or perceived performance issues (using the Human Performance Improvement process detailed in Section III).  With a continuous measurement, evaluation, and feedback mechanism in place, routine “training requirements” review meetings are no longer necessary as the preferred method to raise awareness of real or perceived performance issues.  

This does not completely eliminate the necessity of formal reviews, however, because new technology, new systems, and new missions may require formal HPRR meetings.  Each Learning Center should decide whether periodic meetings are necessary, and if so, at what intervals.  For example, the IT rating may need to be reviewed every few months to ensure it stays current with new systems and software.  On the other hand, ratings that are stable in terms of systems and tasks (like YN or RP) may wait several years between periodic reviews.  In either case, the purpose of the review is to examine existing or new requirements, not simply to report and address performance issues.  
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SECTION III

Human Performance Improvement Process

Human Performance Improvement

As stated in Section I, numerous models represent variations on the four fundamentals at the core of all performance improvement issues: Within the framework of the organization as a system,

(1) examine whether things are working as they should

(2) if they are not, determine why, then 
(3) decide what to do in order to make them work as they should, and 
(4) after implementation, measure and evaluate the effectiveness of the chosen solution.  
These are also represented in the Human Performance Improvement (HPI) process model (Figure 5), which is the Human Performance Command’s recommended approach to applying the practice of Human Performance Technology.  
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Figure 5.  Human Performance Improvement (HPI) Process.

The HPI Process is a results-based, systematic approach to identifying, assessing, and resolving performance issues within the framework of the organization as a system.  An important distinction is that it focuses on accomplishments rather than behaviors; meaning it focuses on the specific outputs people are asked to achieve rather than on the ways they perform the tasks that lead to those accomplishments.  

This focus appropriately begins the process with establishing or clarifying organization goals instead of starting by establishing or defining the jobs and duties of individual workers.  Essentially, it seeks to clarify and state the business case up front to make sure all performance improvement efforts apply resources only toward efforts that further the organization goals (i.e., business goals).  Remember, if an intervention doesn’t further the organization’s goals, then it is a waste of resources no matter how noble the cause.

Generally, the HPI Process is a systematic search for the discrepancies (performance gaps) between actual and required or desired organization performance.  It seeks to determine and document the causes of these discrepancies via root cause analysis and to recommend interventions to close the gaps.  It can be applied effectively at the individual, unit, and/or organization level, and it frequently determines that a number of problems or opportunities exist, and that a number of interventions may be appropriate.

The cornerstone principle of the HPI Process is that it views an organization as a system (Figure 6), knowing that altering one component of an organization invariably impacts other parts of the organization.  In this view there are three distinct parts of an organization’s performance system:
· Organization Level — the relationship between the organization and its customer.  This includes major functions and the intra-/inter-relationships of the organization’s units or departments.

· Process Level — the flow of work as it cuts across units or departments.

· Job/performer Level — includes hiring and promotion, individual performance goals, and past level of performance.

In order to be truly successful, an HPI intervention will impact all three levels of organization performance.
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Figure 6.  Simplified systems view of an organization.

Navy Implications for Applying the HPI Process

As stated earlier, Navy culture historically tends to focus improvement efforts on the individual Sailor more than on the unit or overall organization, and more often tends to focus on training as the source for improvement.  This dominant focus on training permits the argument that the Navy tends to view itself as a training organization rather than a performance organization.  Because the HPI Process focuses improvement efforts on the organization and focuses on accomplishments rather than behaviors, the Navy must shift away from the tendency to think only within the training realm, and must begin to think of starting at the top (organization level) rather than at the bottom (individual Sailor) when applying performance improvement methodologies.

This does not mean that training and related issues will not continue to take a high priority, but they will be considered within the realm of the overall organization, using systems thinking, and will only be a part of the whole performance improvement effort.  This will sustain HPI as a results-driven systematic process.
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How the HPI Process Relates to the HPSM

The HPSM’s four-quadrant layout is a simple graphic to view, but it unintentionally hides what is actually a complex set of processes with many layers of interpretation.  Conversely, the HPI Process serves as a more thorough guide to the steps for improving performance.  Both, however, are rooted in the same model.  Figures 7-10 show how the two relate.  Comparing them this way also helps transition between the Navy’s view and an industry/academic view.
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Figure 7.  HPSM Quadrant I equivalent to HPI process.
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Figure 8.  HPSM Quadrant II equivalent to HPI process.

[image: image18]
[image: image19.png]L Develop Components

Intervention
Implementation

Develop Interventiors

Intervention Planning

Develp
Implementaton
Siuateay

Develop, Buid, and
Integrate Tools

v

¥

Develop Plan of
Acton & Miestonss

v

Seure Stakehaldsr
Approval





Figure 9.  HPSM Quadrant III equivalent to HPI process.
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Figure 10.  HPSM Quadrant IV equivalent to HPI process.
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Starting with the Correct Focal Point

The purpose of the HPSM’s Quadrant I is to “Define Requirements” (define performance standards and requirements).  This simple statement is the source of much confusion as it has been pointed out in Section II that it can correctly be interpreted in at least three ways.  The HPI Process clarifies the issue because it places emphasis on the correct focal point for any performance improvement effort—the organization’s goals.

The first objective of any HPI effort is to identify the result or goal the organization is trying to achieve.  This result is articulated BEFORE identifying performance gaps, determining root causes, or identifying any solutions or interventions.  This is a results-based approach, not a wants- or needs-based approach.  By starting with a results-based goal you identify what really matters to the customer, what the drivers are.  Typically these drivers are mission goals for the organization and reaching these mission goals will help justify the cost of the performance intervention.  These drivers set the level of expectancy for the effort, and thereby create the pressures and constraints that frame the effort.  

[NOTE: The term “mission” used in conjunction with the HPI Process DOES NOT mean military mission.  It means 
objective, purpose, or intent.]


Once the organization’s goal is identified the next step is to identify performer groups (i.e., operating units) and tie their accomplishments to the organization goal.  In other words, we must identify what they do as a group that contributes toward reaching the organization goal.  Knowing what their contribution (accomplishment) is supposed to be allows you to examine what performance gaps may exist that are barriers to reaching the organization’s goal. 

Results are the attainment of organization goals; accomplishments are the outputs of people in support of organization goals.  This does not mean that behavior has no bearing on performance, just that it is premature to talk about behavioral causes for poor performance before we have quantified the performance gaps in terms of accomplishments.

When examining the performance levels of groups or individuals, accomplishments are easier to detect and measure than behaviors; many behaviors are covert.  It makes sense to focus first on the desired end state, that is, accomplishments, before looking at the behaviors necessary to reach the accomplishment.  Behavior is a necessary and integral part of performance, but HP consultants focus on accomplishments first.  It is premature to think about potential causes (e.g., behavior) before determining the performance gap.  This is definitely a clear distinction from other analyses, e.g. training analysis.

With these principles in mind, therefore, the most logical starting point for HPI is a business analysis (a.k.a., organization analysis or mission analysis) to help clarify the organization’s goals and determine what is important to the customer.  
NOTE: Though the Navy may not use the term “business analysis,” the 
HP Professional should understand and apply the concept (see the following page).

The most important goal for a Human Performance Professional is to serve the customer by helping achieve the organization’s goals.  Remember that the HPI Process is primarily a problem-solving process that starts with knowing:
1. The organization and its goals or mission (i.e., "business analysis" or "organization analysis”).

2. Your customer and what is important to him/her (e.g., the Center CO, the CO's customer, the lead Point of Contact for a specific issue, etc.).

3. What the drivers are for the problem or issue at hand (i.e., expectations, pressures, and constraints).

Knowing these elements will help you frame the problem or issue within the context of the organization and will help you bound it within the pressures and constraints at that moment.  Together these will set the level of expectancy for everyone involved. 
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Applying the HPI Process

Scoping the Project

To ensure consistent results in working with customers to address and resolve performance issues a defined process is critical.  This process is guided and measured by a Scoping Document and a Plan of Action and Milestones (POA&M) that specify the scope of work, deliverables, schedule, resources, and the parties responsible for meeting those deliverables.  The Scoping Document and the POA&M together serve as the agreement between the specific customer (i.e., Learning Center) and the HP Command (HPC), via the HP detachment, to make sure the HPC’s goals, deliverables, timeline, estimated resources, and project risks will meet customer expectations in completing the project.  

The detachment’s HP Manager and the Center’s Functional Integration Manager (FIM) are the primary interface for the effort.  The HP Manager and an assigned project HP Professional work together with the FIM and/or other directorate lead(s) and perhaps one or two key points of contact (POC) for the area under analysis to determine the project scope and to develop a change management plan.  The result of this cooperative effort is development of the Scoping Document and the POA&M, which is the output of the Scoping Activity.  

The following general steps lead to development of the Scoping Document and POA&M.  They are not always sequential, but may be performed concurrently. 

1) Prepare to Engage the Customer

If possible before making initial contact with the Lead POC, begin to gather background information and supporting data and identify potential team members.  Use this opportunity to gain situational awareness and prepare for any potential issues that may arise.  Try to identify stakeholders (both advocates and potential resisters to the effort).  Use all of this information to help anticipate the necessary skill mix for the project team.  This preparation is important to help establish credibility and set expectations at the correct level.

2) Conduct Pre-Scoping Activities 

These activities often can best be addressed by working directly with the FIM and Lead POC in an offline setting. 
· Identify level of effort, resources, timelines, etc.

· Begin to identify known issues/problem areas and encourage consideration of others (i.e., performance improvement opportunities).

· Identify principal stakeholders and Scoping Meeting participants.

· Identify potential resisters to the effort and determine why they may resist.

· Establish preliminary project goals.

· Begin to identify potential team members (based on roles, experience, etc.).

· Set level of expectancy (in terms of time, resources, etc.).

· Begin collecting existing data and information.
· Develop a Change Management Plan that identifies political issues, sources of resistance, valid issues of concern, and other factors that may impede successful achievement of project goals.  This plan should also detail corresponding intentions for mitigating these factors.
3) Conduct Scoping Activity (with principal stakeholders)

NOTE: This may or may not include a formal meeting, depending on the circumstances.

· Formally introduce the assigned HP Professional as the lead for the effort.

· Provide background information on the situation and how the tasking evolved so everyone is properly oriented.

· Prioritize list of goals and issues known at the time.

· Define objectives/scope of effort.

· Define working group composition (if one is necessary) and the expected output of the group(s).

· Develop draft POA&M.

· Summarize results of scoping activity. 

4) Develop Scoping Document and Plan of Action & Milestones

Though it will vary from project to project, the Scoping Document and the POA&M will generally include:
· Description of Identified Performance Issue/Problem.
· Statement of its Priority to Center/Customer.
· Cost of problem/issue to the customer/organization and potential return on investment if resolved.
· Description of project scope.

· List of project goals.

· List of project objectives.

· Deliverables (including milestone delivery dates).

· Schedule (start/end dates).

· Estimated funding requirements (e.g., labor, travel, miscellaneous) and who will provide (Learning Center, HPC, other).

· Measures of Success (metrics that will indicate the objective has been met).

· Project task chart (list of tasks and who is responsible for completing each).

· Project team members (name or specialty, command/organization, role).

· List of assumptions, risks and uncertainties.

As the project evolves, changes to the POA&M may become necessary.  It is essential to update the document and inform all participants if this happens.


Initial Project Scoping Questions

Many performance improvement efforts are initiated by a vague task statement, a request for training, or a complaint about a perceived deficiency.  Because these types of initiators are often not well defined they can set up a project for failure from the outset.  Such projects can wander indefinitely, using up resources with little chance of bringing resolution.  Because the client, stakeholders, and other affected parties may be confused about the work to be done in a performance improvement effort, scoping the project is essential to success.  A simple scoping document will serve as a communication tool to help all parties understand and agree upon the nature of the work. 

Answering the questions below will help you develop the Scoping Document and, later, a POA&M.  Together, these documents specify the project scope, deliverables, schedule, resources, and parties responsible for meeting the deliverables.  They frame the project within the expectations, pressures and constraints of the current organizational climate. They also serve as the agreement between the customer and the Human Performance Center (HPC) to ensure the project outcome will meet customer expectations.  

The initial project scoping questions will help you gather information critical to the project.  This is not a comprehensive list, and not all questions will be applicable to your specific situation; however, they will help you obtain essential information and prompt you to consider additional factors that can impact your project. Use your answers to these questions to create the Scoping Document and POA&M.

A. Description of the Identified Problem/Opportunity
· What initiated the request for performance improvement?

· What performance is currently not carried-out in the organization that should be occurring? 

· What is the desired performance that is not occurring?

· How would you describe the problem/opportunity?  When did it start?

· What organization goal is not being met as a result of this problem/issue?

· Does the current performance problem/opportunity initially seem to be related to:

· Individual performers (e.g., one or more individuals, but not a whole group/team/unit)? If so, how?

· A whole performer group (e.g., team, unit, department, division, ship, etc.)? If so, how?

· The whole organization (e.g., Ship, Battle Group, Fleet, SYSCOM, Navy)? If so, how?

· Does the current performance problem/opportunity initially seem to be related to: 

· New employees? If so, how?

· New equipment/technology? If so, how?

· Existing or deficient equipment/technology? If so, how?

· A deficiency in skills or knowledge? If so, how?

· A change in policy, procedures, or mission? If so, how?

· A specific process? If so, how?

[NOTE: The two questions above intend to reveal information about what initiated the request for performance improvement.  They do not intend to validate the request or attribute causes.]

B. Preliminary Description of the Performance Gap
[NOTE: This is a general description of the gap in the organization’s mission—what the organization is supposed to accomplish vs. what it is currently accomplishing.  This gap helps generate the results-based goal for the project (see D below).]

· What performer groups affect the goal, i.e., who all are involved in reaching the accomplishment?

· What is the difference between what accomplishment IS being done and what accomplishment SHOULD be done? How large is the gap (quantify if possible)?  

· What are performers or performer groups currently doing on the job that may result in this performance gap? 

· What existing organizational initiatives (i.e., “fixes”), if any, currently attempt to address the problem/opportunity? 

· Has the target (optimal) performance or accomplishment been defined?  

· What measures, if any, have been put into place to determine whether the target (optimal) performance or accomplishment is being achieved? 

C. Cost of the Identified Problem/Opportunity
· Approximately how much is the current performance problem/issue costing the organization (rough estimate)?

· Why do you think this problem is worth solving?  What is the value of solving this problem or issue?

D. Preliminary Project Goals
· What do you want to accomplish by resolving this problem?  What is the organizational impact you are looking to achieve? (E.g., increase retention to 85 percent, increase accuracy to 98 percent, reduce accidents to zero, deliver flight schedules by 1300, load weapons within 30 minutes, reduce Drop On Requests to 15 percent, etc.)

· Does this goal compliment other organizational goals? Does it compete with other organizational goals?

· How does resolving this problem affect the overall mission of the customer?

· How does resolving this problem affect the overall mission of the Navy?

· What desired strategic organizational results may be related to this problem/opportunity, e.g. readiness levels? 

· If results are to be achieved, what must performers or performer groups do differently?  What SHOULD performers or performer groups do to achieve the desired organizational results? 

· How will we know when this project is successful? 

[NOTE: This question is critical because it forces the customer to be specific or to seek clarification before proceeding.  Ask the customer this question especially when the tasker or request for performance improvement help is vague.  The answer to this question drives the project!]

E. Stakeholders and Sponsor(s)
· Who are the stakeholders?

· Do the stakeholders, performer groups, and others involved recognize there is a problem/issue?  Are they ready for the possible level of change required to resolve the problem/issue?

· Who owns this initiative?  Who is funding/sponsoring this project?  Is there support for it?  Are there any obstacles or hurdles that need to be overcome?

· Is the sponsor dictating a solution?

· What resources will be needed from the Fleet to carry out this project? (e.g. 250 Subject Matter Experts, etc.)

· What resources will be needed from the Human Performance Center?

· What type of expertise will be needed to carry out this project?

· Who can open doors to data, people, etc?

· Who are the key decision makers associated with this situation? 

· Who will benefit most from the resolution of the problem/opportunity? 

· Are there any known political issues, sources of resistance, valid issues of concern or other factors that may impede successful achievement of project goals.  If so, how can they be mitigated?
F. Project Priority to Center/Customer
· If there are multiple performance issues or gaps, rate each based on magnitude, value, and urgency, then have the client identify one gap as the top priority.  

· What priority is this project relative to other competing efforts?

· What is the anticipated time frame for addressing this issue?
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Following is a generic approach to applying the HPI Process.

Mission Analysis (a.k.a., Business Analysis or Organization Analysis)

As stated above and shown in the HPI Process model (Figure 5), Mission Analysis (a.k.a., Business Analysis or Organization Analysis—NOT military mission) involves determining organization goals, what is important to the customer, and identifying performer groups and their expected accomplishments.  Knowing these elements will help frame any problem or issue within the context of the organization and will help you bound it within the pressures and constraints (drivers), thus setting the correct level of expectancy for the effort.
The remaining element in this part of the front-end analysis is to “assess the cost of the problem.”  That is, to determine what the problem is costing the organization in terms of lost performance.  It is important to note this is NOT a determination of a projected return on investment (ROI), but a calculation for deciding whether to address a performance problem or issue—a way to help prioritize resources.

At the outset of any performance improvement effort it is difficult, at best, to project any type of potential savings that may be attained by addressing a problem or issue.  It is premature to consider potential ROI at this point because the problem may not yet be clearly identified and the root cause and solution are not known; therefore, there is no way to predict whether an intervention will result in a savings, cost avoidance, or return.  However, it is correct to make Go/No-go decisions based on how much the problem or issue is costing the organization at the moment.  This is called the “Price of Nonconformance” and is the cost of not meeting requirements, the cost of “getting it wrong.”  Since this cost is shown relative to the organization and its goals, this calculation can help decision-makers determine whether a performance improvement effort should be undertaken.  ROI, on the other hand, will be determined much later in the process, after an actual investment has been made.

The expected outputs, milestones, and deliverables from this initial assessment (Mission Analysis) are:

· Documentation of the organization’s mission, goals, objectives, and expected results (attainment of organization goals).  A description of its suppliers and customers would also be helpful. 

· Documented description of the organization’s performer groups (operating units) and their expected accomplishments (outputs that contribute to the organization’s goals). 

· Initial assessment of what the problem or issue is costing the organization in lost performance. 



Business (Organization) Analysis Questions*

Business Analysis reveals what is important to the organization—its priorities, targets, and concerns—what matters and what does not.  Any human performance issue is important only to the extent it affects business goals.  Don’t waste resources on initiatives that make little or no difference to the organization.

The purpose of these Business Analysis questions is to help frame the performance problem/issue relative to measurable business goals.  Aligning the problem/issue with business goals, performer groups and expected results will focus the effort and set customer expectancy at a manageable level.  This is a critical step in helping the customer learn how the HPI process adds value.

Adjust your business analysis to fit the particular circumstances you face.  In some cases your analysis will focus on organization wide goals; in other cases it will focus on unit- or team-specific or, perhaps, short-term needs.  Your objective is to focus the HPI effort on issues that affect important business outcomes in order to obtain buy-in and agreement from your customer.

A. Identify Important Goals for the Appropriate Business Unit
· What are the goals of the affected business unit?  What does it do or produce? For whom?

· Assuming that you can define the business goals, to what extent are these business goals supported by reliable and valid data?
· What organization goal is not being met as a result of this problem/issue?

· How important is this goal to the organization?  How do you know the degree of importance?

· Is the goal likely to remain stable?

· Who are the performer groups that contribute to reaching the identified goal?

· What accomplishments (outputs) does each performer group contribute toward achieving the goal?

B. Clarify That These are Indeed Appropriate Goals
· To what extent is the goal in question congruent with the organization’s strategy, values, and other goals?  Are there competing goals?  Are there goals that supersede this one?
· What degree of stakeholder buy-in is there on the goal in question?
· Are there alternative goals that warrant more attention than the targeted goal?
· What forces (external and internal) are working for and against achievement of this goal?
* = Adapted from “Business Analysis: The Driving Force Behind the HPI Process,” by Joe Willmore.  Found in HPI Essentials; George M. Piskurich, Editor. 2002 by ASTD.

C. Determine How Specific and Measurable the Goals Are
· How does the organization currently measure progress on its business goals?
· How does the organization currently measure progress on the goal in question? Can progress be tracked and results evaluated? If so how?
D. Understanding and Background of the Organizational Strategy and Business Environment Issues
· What is the organization’s rationale behind the goal and why is it a priority?

· What are the other organizational goals within the organization, including ones that may be competing with or contradictory to the goal in question?

· What strategies, if any, have been identified or tried previously to meet this goal?

· What measures have been put into place to determine whether the optimal performance is being achieved?
E. Assess the Business Analysis
Business Analysis should produce a results-based goal or goals that you believe (and your clients agree) represent prime targets for the organization or business unit.  The goal(s) ideally should be:

· Measurable so you can track progress and evaluate results

· Time-bound to indicate when the goal should be reached

· Output-focused (e.g., to increase accuracy, decrease rework, shorten cycle time, etc.)

· Important and relevant to your client so the organization believes progress in that area would constitute a success
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Performance Analysis

As stated earlier, the HPI Process is a systematic search for the discrepancies (performance gaps) between actual and required performance relative to organization goals.  It seeks to determine and document the causes of these discrepancies via Root Cause Analysis and to recommend interventions to close the gaps.  The purpose of a Performance Analysis is to determine the performance gaps by comparing the actual state of performance (as-is) to the required or desired (to-be) state of performance.  The expected outputs, milestones, and deliverables of the Performance Analysis are:

· List of identified performance issues (validated by supporting data).

· Identification of performance gaps.

The general process includes the following milestones and deliverables:

1) List performance issues and briefly describe relative to stated organization goals.

2) Perform Gap Analysis of performance issues.

· Compare actual performance to required or desired performance.

· Use data collected to prepare a list of validated performance issues with supporting documentation.  Be sure to frame performance issues relative to the stated organization goals and relative to the current expectations, pressures and constraints for organization performance. 

3) Develop Report

· Prepare Performance System Analysis and Recommendations Report (PSARR).


Performance Analysis Questions

The purpose of a Performance Analysis is to determine the performance gap(s) by comparing the actual (as-is) state of performance to the required/desired (to-be) state of performance.  The result is a well-defined performance gap (or gaps), validated by supporting data and stated relative to targeted organization goals.  Use the following questions to help you define and validate the performance gap.

A. What performance SHOULD be happening?
· Who are the performer groups (e.g., team, unit, department, division, ship, etc.) whose outputs affect the goal?  What is the specific role, impact, or influence each performer group has on achieving the desired accomplishment(s) (i.e., what are the outputs of the targeted performer groups?)

· Which specific performer group(s) should be targeted for this effort?

· Has the optimal performance been defined? Is there a defined standard approach to this performance? If so, describe?

· Who are the exemplary performers? What is their output? How do they perform? 

· What is the average output (of all performers)?

· What output is desirable or reasonable?

· What is the gap between the current output and the desired output (quantified, if possible)?

B. What performance IS happening?
· What performance is currently happening instead of the required/desired performance? 

· What are performers (and/or performer groups) currently doing on the job that results in this performance gap? 

· Is the current performance problem/opportunity related to:

· Individual performers (e.g., one or more individuals, but not a whole group/team/unit)? If so, how?

· A whole performer group (e.g., team, unit, department, division, ship, etc.)? If so, how?

· The whole organization (e.g., Ship, Battle Group, Fleet, SYSCOM, Navy)? If so, how?

· Does the current performance problem/opportunity involve: 

· New employees? If so, how?

· New equipment/technology? If so, how?

· A change in policy, procedures, or mission? If so, how?

· What internal/external factors (and/or expectations) are influencing this performance? 

· What makes it difficult to accomplish the required/desired result in a successful manner? 

· Are any obvious factors affecting the exemplary performers’ performance? If so, what are they?

· What work environment factors (e.g., data, information, feedback, resources, tools, qualified personnel, environment support, consequences, incentives, rewards) are available to the exemplary performers?  
· How much of the critical factors that affect the exemplary performers are transferable to the regular performers?
· What criteria are used to determine whether the performance result is a success? Are there any employees or other comparable sites that do not have this problem? If so, what do you think is responsible for their success

· Who thinks the current performance is a problem? Why?  Who disagrees? Why?

· What existing organizational initiatives (i.e., “fixes”), if any, currently address the current performance? 

C. Description of the Performance Gap
[NOTE: A gap must be determined for each performer group.]

· What is the difference between what IS being done and what SHOULD be done? How large is the gap (quantify if possible)?  

· How important is the identified gap? If we ignore it, will anyone care?

· How often does the gap occur?

· What does the gap cost the organization in lost performance (quantify if possible)?

· Once the true performance gap has been identified, is it still linked to the performance issue that was initially described, or is it related to an issue that was not initially targeted?  If different, the project scope may need to be revised.
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Root Cause Analysis

Root cause analysis could perhaps be the most overlooked step in the process, yet it is arguably the most critical.  Because there is a great temptation to jump straight to a solution recommendation whenever a problem is identified it is easy to overlook the vital step of determining exactly what is causing the problem.  Figures 11-13 visually present some of the factors that influence performance from both the individual and the organizational perspectives.  These figures represent why Root Cause Analysis is important, and why jumping to a training solution may often be the wrong approach.

Root Cause Analysis is the diagnosis that leads to recommending the correct intervention to close the identified performance gap.  The expected outputs, milestones, and deliverables of the Root Cause Analysis are:

· List of possible root causes (with supporting data).

· Hypothesis for each plausible root cause (with supporting data)

The general Root Cause Analysis process includes the following milestones and deliverables:

1) Select which Root Cause analytical model you want to use and follow its process.

2) Gather supporting data to test your hypothesis for the root cause(s).

3) Analyze the data to determine the most likely root cause.


Figure 11.  Factors that Impact Sailor Performance.


Figure 12.  How Performance Happens.

Figure 13.  Degree of Responsibility for Performance.
There are numerous analytical models for determining the root cause of a problem (e.g., Cause & Effect (fishbone or Ishikawa) Diagram, Gilbert’s Behavioral Engineering Model, the Six Boxes™, etc.).  It is more important that you follow a systematic approach to determine root causes than it is to recommend a specific method.  Following is a brief description of three well-known analytical models for determining root causes. 






Similar to the Gilbert Behavior Engineering Model, Wedman & Graham’s Performance Pyramid (Figure 14) provides a framework for classifying various barriers or enhancers of individual performance.  The causes can be categorized into any of six categories.  These categories assist the analyst in selecting solutions that match the appropriate cause type.  The six components of the pyramid are as follows. 

Figure 14.  Performance Pyramid (adapted from Wedman & Graham, 1998).

The following questions were derived by combining the Gilbert Behavior Engineering Model and the Wedman & Graham Performance Pyramid.

Expectations, Data, Information & Feedback: Has Management set clear job requirements and communicated to performers whether they are meeting those requirements?

· Is information given on a timely basis?

· Is there a lack of feedback mechanisms?

· Is there little documentation?

· Do performance standards exist?

· Is data tied to performance?

Environment Support, Resources, Tools & Processes: Has Management provided adequate resources, tools, operational processes, and a work climate that support excellent performance?

· Are tools available and optimally arranged?

· Is there sufficient time to get things done?

· Do performers suffer inadequate working conditions?

· Do performers encounter ergonomic deficiencies in their workspace?

Consequences, Rewards, Recognition & Incentives: Has Management supported desirable performance with monetary and non-monetary rewards and incentives?

· Do performers see the results or consequences of what they do?

· Are performers rewarded or provided with incentives?

· Is the current workload related to the organization’s mission and needs?

· Are there currently any performance-based rewards?

· Is poor performance rewarded?

· Are there competing incentives?

Knowledge & Skills: Do personnel sufficiently meet the critical job knowledge requirements and have the necessary on-the-job skills?

· Do performers’ knowledge and skills adequately match current performance requirements?

· Is there a lack of knowledge, skills, training, and education among performers?

Individual Performance Capacity: Do personnel have the physical ability, mental aptitude, and cognitive style required to do the job?

· Do performers have the mental capacity to perform under the current circumstances?

· Do performers have the aptitude, ability, and physical or manual dexterity to perform?

Motivation, Expectation & Self-Concept: Given the current organization climate, do personnel sufficiently exhibit the self-motivation or drive to accomplish their job duties?  Do they fully buy-in to the expected performance requirements?

· Do performers have the proper orientation, training, guidance, and feedback in place to be motivated to perform?  Do performers feel expectations are unrealistic?

· Is the performance system boring and punishing?

· Are payoffs difficult to gauge?
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Intervention Selection

Intervention selection involves a systematic, comprehensive, and integrated response to the identified root cause(s) of performance issues.  It also involves performance improvement opportunities.  More often than not, the selected response is a combination of interventions (or solution sets) representing a multifaceted approach to improving performance. 

Selecting the right intervention not only depends on how well it will close the original performance gap, but also on its anticipated cost-effectiveness and overall benefit to the organization (i.e., how well it furthers the organization’s mission, goals, and objectives).  Its success is directly tied to how well it closes the performance gap and is measured in terms of improved organization performance (i.e., organization results).  With organization performance in mind, it is always fair to ask, “What is the risk or cost of NOT closing the gap?”
Comprehensive interventions often result in significant changes throughout the organization; therefore, the implementation of any intervention must also pay careful consideration to the effects it will have on management issues.  Anticipating and incorporating management changes will ensure acceptance at all organizational levels.  

The expected outputs, milestones, and deliverables of the Intervention Selection are:

· Classify the Root Cause.

· Identify Candidate Interventions.

· Recommend Appropriate Interventions.

The general process includes the following milestones and deliverables:

1) Classify the root cause(s) of the identified performance issues and briefly describe relative to stated organization goals.

2) Identify candidate interventions and prioritize based on cost vs. benefit relative to impact on organization mission and goals.

· List and prioritize feasible solution component alternatives.

· Determine pros, cons, risk, and potential cost-effectiveness for each solution.

· If possible, compare each alternative on the same dimensions, using same source for comparative data.

· Calculate anticipated costs (attempting to compare apples to apples) using quantitative analysis as much as possible.  Use qualitative analysis when necessary, but be as specific as possible when assigning costs to qualitative data.

· Address risk of using new technology (if proposed).

· Consider whether one intervention will address multiple issues.

· Consider stakeholder buy-in toward each candidate intervention.

· Consider whether candidate solution(s) fit with organizational culture.

· Compare and rank alternatives for each issue.

3) Recommend appropriate interventions

· Identify recommended alternative for each issue and discuss with key personnel (including partner organizations) to validate rationale and feasibility of implementation.

· Categorize recommendations by short and long term solutions.

· Select solution set for recommendation.

· If solution set components require pilot testing, draft plans to test/evaluate the appropriate component(s).

4) Develop Solution Intervention Recommendation Report.


Intervention Selection Possibilities

Often, the correct intervention is obvious; but selection comes down to two things: cost and cultural acceptance of the intervention.  Based on what you uncover during Root Cause Analysis there will likely be a number of possible approaches to closing each performance gap, including, but not limited to: 

· Reengineering the skills management process

· Delivering more or better training

· Restructuring the organization or the job to match business or mission strategies

· Redesigning measurement and incentive systems

· Providing better tools for target employees

· Streamlining or changing management systems

· Instituting better feedback and coaching mechanisms

· Managing resistance to change by improving sponsorship and change-agent skills

· Implementing better hiring and selection processes

Solutions/interventions are deliberate, conscious acts that facilitate a change in performance.  There are too many possibilities to list, but all can be classified as either skill related or non-skill related, such as:
Skill Performance Interventions (pertain to individual performers)
Competency & Skills Management (focus on approaches to effective skill utilization)
· Job Task Analysis (JTA) – establishes baseline requirements and measures of effectiveness.

· Skills Inventory & Gap Analysis – helps assess performer’s job skills and determine gaps.

· Skills Management Process – aligns performer’s skills with organization’s goals.

· Certification programs

Learning & Strategy Design (focus on learning solutions that enable skills and enhance performance)
· Learning Strategy – assesses organization’s learning capabilities and provides strategic blueprint for incorporating the most appropriate learning options.

· Blended Learning Solutions

· Job Aids

· Manuals and Documents

· Electronic Performance Support Systems (EPSS)

· On-the-Job Training (OJT)

· Mentoring Process

· Curriculum Analysis – evaluates existing curriculum to validate its contribution to business and organization goals.  

· Distributed Learning Systems Requirements Analysis – assesses organization’s current technical capabilities and provides a blueprint to achieve desired technical capabilities to enhance learning.

Performance & Learning Measurement (focus on measuring the effectiveness of skill-enabling interventions)
· Training Evaluation Strategy

· Measurement Strategies

· Test Development and Analysis

· Survey Development and Analysis

Non-Skill Performance Interventions (pertain to groups of performers or the entire organization)
Organization Design & Development

· Reengineering, Realignment, Restructuring

· Change Management

· Benchmarking

· Team Building

Appraisal/Feedback

· Performance Appraisal Systems

· Customer/Client Feedback System

Reward/Recognition

· Compensation Systems

· Merit Award Systems

· Bonus Systems

· Motivation Programs

· Incentive and Recognition Programs

· Benefits Programs

Career Development

· Internal Recruitment Systems

· Assessment Centers

· Tuition Reimbursement Programs

· Scholarship Programs

Communication Systems Design

· Computer Networking Systems

· Voice Messaging Systems

· Electronic Mail

· Memo Distribution Systems

· Meeting Planning

· Organizational Newsletters and Bulletins

· Memo Design/Format Systems

Environment/Ergonomics

· Tools and Equipment Acquisition

· Facilities Design

· Technological Advances

· Safety Planning

Human Resource Development

· Selection and Staffing

· Health and Wellness Programs

· Employee Assistance Programs

· Scholarship Programs

· Support for Professional/Civic Activities

· Literacy Programs

· Leadership Development Program

· Management and Supervisory Development

Management

· Goal Setting

· Visioning 

· Supervision and Management

· Public Relations

· Strategic Planning

Financial Systems

· Financial Forecasting

· Cash Flow Analysis

· Audits


Specific examples of solutions/interventions* include techniques such as:

1. 360-Degree Feedback 

2. Accelerated Learning 

3. Action Learning

4. Assessment Centers

5. Automated Resume Tracking System 

6. Challenge Education

7. Change Style Preference Models

8. Cognitive Ergonomics

9. Communication

10. Compensation Systems

11. Competency Modeling  

12. Conflict Management  

13. Critical Thinking Systems  

14. Cultural Change  

15. Customer Feedback

16. Electronic Performance Support System  

17. Employee Orientation 

18. Expert Systems  

19. Flowcharts

20. Fluency Development  

21. Human Resource Information Systems  

22. Job Aids 

23. Leadership Development Programs

24. Learner-Controlled Instruction 

25. Leveraging Diversity 

26. Mentoring/Coaching  

27. Motivation Systems  

28. Needs Assessment  

29. On-the-Job Training  

30. Organizational Development  

31. Organizational Scan  

32. Outplacement  

33. Partnering Agreements 

34. Performance Analysis  

35. Performance Appraisal  

36. Performance Management 

37. Policies and Procedures  

38. Process Mapping  

39. Recognition Programs 

40. Reengineering  

41. Results-Based Management  

42. Safety Management  

43. Simulation 

44. Strategic Planning and Visioning 

45. Structured Writing  

46. Team Performance  

47. Teaming  

48. Training  

49. Usability Assessments  

50. Work Group Alignment

* =Source: Intervention Resource Guide: 50 Performance Improvement Tools, Danny G. Langdon (Editor), Kathleen S. Whiteside (Editor), Monica M. McKenna (Editor). Published by Jossey-Bass.
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Intervention Planning

Depending on the recommended solution components, pilot testing of certain elements may be appropriate before approving them for full development.  Results of the pilot could either pull the effort back for further design and revision, or push the effort forward after proving it successful.  

The solution set should emphasize the measurement and evaluation of the pilot test.  That is, when the pilot is conducted, there must be metrics in place that will continually be collected and analyzed to predict solution effectiveness and return on investment (ROI).  The pilot is intended to provide a less expensive, less intrusive, small scale "tryout" of the chosen solution.  The pilot results are crucial for making a decision about whether to fully implement the solution.  

If training is a solution, and if it involves research and development effort, prepare an R&D requirements document to be forwarded for consideration of R&D funding. 

A number of processes and organizations may contribute to building the integrated solution components.  The Center may need to partner with other organizations.  Human Performance Professionals stay engaged to conduct initial assessments and provide important feedback to the Center and Lead POC as interventions are designed.  In general, development of specific performance improvement tools should take place in the competitive marketplace.  R&D should be conducted, when necessary, on the basis that no solutions exist in the marketplace.

Now that the magnitude of the remaining effort is known the POA&M will likely need to be revised, or a new POA&M should be prepared.  The expected outputs, milestones, and deliverables of the Intervention Planning are:

· Develop Implementation Strategy.

· Revise/Develop POA&M.

· Secure Stakeholder Approval.

The general process includes the following milestones and deliverables:

1) Develop Implementation Strategy.

· Prepare a design document that includes intervention requirements, components, and specifications.

· Prepare an action plan that lists the major tasks included for each intervention, the resources required to implement each intervention (including possible partner organizations), and a plan for incorporating stakeholder support.

· Prepare a Statement of Work (as necessary) for each solution component.

· Prepare a Pilot test plan (when applicable), including test and brief/report for approval.

· Prepare a Measurement and evaluation plan for pilot test (when conducting a pilot).

· Determine who will manage the project and what the timing and budget requirements are.
· Develop a communication strategy.

· Determine how you will address resistance to change.

· Determine how solutions will be integrated with other processes and systems.

2) Revise/Develop POA&M.

· POA&M should contain specific solution component outputs.

3) Secure Stakeholder Approval
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Intervention Implementation

Although the HP Professional is not necessarily responsible for implementing the selected intervention, it is important to remain engaged with those who are responsible for it.  For the HP Professional, implementation involves four parts: 

· Intervention—during implementation, watch how people within the organization respond.

· Organization—an intervention will only succeed if the organization is ready for it.

· Leadership—organizational leadership can make or break an intervention.

· Individuals affected—how well do they adapt?

The expected outputs, milestones, and deliverables of Intervention Implementation are:

· Develop Interventions.

· Implement Interventions.

· Monitor Results According to Plan (Formative Evaluation).

· Revise as Necessary.

The general process includes the following milestones and deliverables:

1) Develop Interventions.

· The HP Professional typically will not develop an intervention, nor will the Center. Instead, development will be handled by a contractor or by partnering with other organizations.

[NOTE: Development follows its own process, such as the ISD process, and includes its own formative evaluation.  This evaluation is separate from the HPI process.]

2) Implement Interventions.

· There are four typical methods for implementation and change:

a. Developing support through effective communication, networking, and alliance building.

b. Employee development (e.g., training, job rotation, on-the-job training, mentoring, and job aids) to enhance workforce capabilities in an organized manner. 

c. Change management refers to gradual improvement through structured problem solving.

d. Process consulting results in revising processes and often involves reengineering or restructuring an entire organization.

3) Monitor Results According to Plan (Formative Evaluation).

4) Revise as Necessary.
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Evaluation

From the outset the HPI Process is a results-based approach that focuses on accomplishments rather than behaviors.  Results are the attainment of organization goals; accomplishments are the outputs of people in support of those goals.  These principles also frame the HP Professional’s approach to evaluation, because ultimately you want to evaluate how well the intervention improves the attainment of organization goals by affecting work group accomplishments (i.e., removing barriers to performance).  

One of the most widely recognized evaluation models is Donald Kirkpatrick’s four levels of evaluation, with a fifth level added by Jack Philips.  However, what is sometimes overlooked is the fact that this model is designed to evaluate training and human resource development.  It is NOT designed to evaluate non-training interventions such as those that affect the physical setting, tools, or organizational structure.  Using a training evaluation model to evaluate a non-training solution can be a mistake because it may lead to erroneous conclusions at the expense of much time, effort and money.  Also, simply put, the customer may not be interested in the type of details such an evaluation will produce when, in fact, the true objective is to improve organization performance.  As you approach evaluation, think Results!

As with the discipline of Human Performance Technology in general, evaluation can follow any of several good models.  Among them:

· Dessinger-Moseley 360( Evaluation Model—uses spiraling concentric circles to represent the proactive iterative nature of evaluation.

· Kirkpatrick Evaluation Model—uses four levels of evaluation; reaction, learning, application, and results (Jack Philips added return on Investment to the model).

· Kaufman-Keller-Watkins Model—an expanded version of Kirkpatrick’s model.

· Brinkerhoff Six-stage Model—looks at evaluation as cyclical and responds to the decisions necessary for programs to proceed productively and defensibly.

The important point is that regardless of the model, evaluation should be approached in a well-thought, systematic manner and should produce information helpful to the customer and other stakeholders.  Serving the customer’s needs is paramount; therefore, even though an academic approach is preferred, it may not always be warranted.  

The expected outputs, milestones, and deliverables of Evaluation are:

· Measure/Evaluate Against Desired Goals (Summative Evaluation).
· Provide Feedback to Customer and Other Stakeholders.
The general process includes the following milestones and deliverables:

1) Measure/Evaluate Against Desired Goals (Summative Evaluation).

· Select an evaluation model and follow its process.

2) Provide Feedback to Customer and Other Stakeholders.

A final note: Since evaluation is a complex topic, and an even more complex undertaking, the HP Professional will invariably call upon measurement and evaluation expertise rather than going it alone.


Figure 15.  Dessinger-Moseley 360( Evaluation Model.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

Criteria for a Performance Technology Project

Criteria for a Performance Technology Project

1) Aligns project objective statement with an organizational imperative

· Statement is not an organization mission or goal, but flows from it

· Answers the question, “Why are we doing this?”

· Has a quantifiable and desirable estimated return on investment

· Has a near timeframe or proximal goals

2) Starts with a problem, not a solution

· Analysis does not seek to confirm the need for specific solutions

· The project objective statement does not contain any pre-selected solutions

· The project objective statement does not contain the word “to”

3) Focuses on accomplishments, not behaviors

· Has a clear and measurable outcome usually measured in terms of cost, quality, quantity or timeliness

· Usually includes the terms Increase, Decrease or Reduce
· Answers the question, “How will we know when this project has been successful?”

· Answers the question, “How will we know when this project is completed?”

4) Has a clear sponsor empowered to implement necessary solutions

· Sponsor has jurisdiction/control over performers

· Sponsor is able and willing to fulfill sponsorship role

· Sponsor has access/control over necessary resources for analysis and solutions

5) Has a clear, identifiable performer group

· There are performers responsible for the achievement of the desired performance

· We know who they are, and are able to analyze (observe) their performance

6) Takes a systematic approach

· Follows the formal HPT process

· Does not skip steps

· Ensures due diligence at each step of the HPT analysis process before proceeding

7) Takes a systemic view of the performance problem

· Looks at causes across the entire Human Performance System for the causes of the performance gap

8) Produces specific deliverables at each phase of the HPT analysis

· Mission Analysis – project description

· Performance Analysis – desired performance, current performance, gap

· Root Cause Analysis – causes with supporting data

· Intervention Selection – proposed solutions aligned with organizational needs, capabilities and constraints

Produced for the US Navy by Proofpoint Systems

APPENDIX B

A Comparison of HPI, ISD and HSI

A Comparison of HPI, ISD, and HSI 
The Human Performance System Model (HPSM) is a conceptual overview of the Task Force EXCEL vision.  It is a simplified combination of models from disciplines including Instructional Systems, Systems Engineering, and Human Performance Technology, among others.  The HPSM has become the symbol of the Navy’s revolution in training but it is not a problem-solving process model, which is the focus of Human Performance Improvement.  This matrix compares three Navy problem-solving methodologies so that projects can be directed to the most suitable approach. 

	
	Human Performance Improvement

(HPI)
	Instructional Systems Design

(ISD)
	Human Systems Integration

(HSI)

	Description

& Focus
	Is a results-based, systematic approach to identifying, assessing, and resolving barriers to performance within the framework of the organization as a system.  

Because it views the organization as a system, it can be applied effectively at the individual, unit, and/or organization level, and it frequently determines that a number of barriers to performance exist, and that a number of interventions may be necessary. 

Focuses on the specific outputs people are asked to achieve rather than on the ways they perform the tasks that lead to those accomplishments.  

Begins with no specific solution implementation as its goal. Rather, it focuses on the organization goal.
	Is the science of creating detailed specifications for the development, implementation, evaluation, and maintenance of instruction-based solutions.

Is a discipline concerned with research and theory about instructional strategies and the process for developing and implementing those strategies. 

It includes the entire process of 

· analysis of learning needs and goals 

· development of a delivery system to meet those needs

· development of instructional materials and activities

· testing and evaluation of all instruction and learner activities 


	Is a disciplined approach performed during the acquisition process in order to define a human’s interaction with a platform, equipment, or system.  It seeks to optimize the relationship between the human and the system by integrating: 

· human factors engineering 
· manpower
· personnel
· training
· safety factors

· medical factors
· habitability considerations

· personnel survivability factors

· health hazards

	How

Initiated
	Initiated by a request to improve the performance of an organization or group of performers.  
	Frequently initiated by a request for training, but also may be initiated by a request for training needs assessment, curriculum improvement or problem solving.
	Initiated by a requirement for system acquisition.


	Underlying Assumptions
	Process starts with a clearly defined business goal measured in terms of cost, quality, quantity, or timeliness. 

Is open to all potential solutions that can efficiently and effectively remove the root cause barriers to desired performance.
	When initiated as a training request, assumes an instructional solution is necessary.  Focuses on the effective design, development and implementation of that solution. 

When initiated as a request for needs assessment or problem solving, process starts with a training needs assessment to determine if the training is needed.  
	Assumes a materiel solution is necessary to address results-based mission goals. Focuses on the effective design, development and implementation of that materiel solution. 

	Target

Performers
	Has a clear set of performers as its central focus; a group whose accomplishment can be defined, observed and measured.
	When addressing a training request, has a clear set of learners as its central focus; a group whose behavior is definable, can be observed, and can be measured.

When addressing a needs assessment or problem-solving request, has a clear set of performers as its central focus; a group whose behavior can be defined, observed, and measured.
	Has a clear set of performers as its central focus; a group whose behavioral interactions with the system can be defined, observed, and measured.

	Linkage
	Driven from organizational mission goal(s) that serve as the objective and evaluation criteria for the performance improvement efforts.  
	Links job performance goal(s) with training requirements.  


	Links military mission requirements with system performance.  

	Principal

Use
	Primarily used for organizational (operational level) performance improvement and new performance planning.  
	Used for designing, developing and delivering instruction.  


	Used throughout the acquisition process of a system or equipment, including post-delivery.  

	Overarching

Goal
	Ultimate goal is to improve business results by improving human performance at the organizational level.
	Ultimate goal is to improve performance of individuals by increasing their knowledge and skill level.
	Ultimate goal is to improve total system performance and reduce life-cycle costs.

	Process Life Cycle
	Follows the entire life cycle of a project from goal identification through mission analysis, performance analysis, root cause analysis, intervention selection, implementation, and evaluation.
	Follows the entire life cycle of training acquisition through the analysis, design, development, implementation, and evaluation of training.
	Follows the entire system acquisition process, including requirements analysis, system design and development, through post-delivery.

	Basic Model &

Tools Used
	Based on Human Performance Improvement Process model. Because it looks broadly at the issue of organizational performance, it uses analytical tools from multiple disciplines to identify the actual barriers to performance and to reduce/eliminate their impact on performance.
	Based on the ADDIE model.  Uses systematic approach.
	Based on Systems Engineering Model and the acquisition process.  Uses rigorous design processes and data collection tools such as human performance modeling and standard engineering tools.  Emphasizes spiral development and performance centered design.

	Practitioners & Participants
	Relies on performance consultants, stakeholders, resource sponsors, performers, and intervention designers.
	Relies on instructional systems designers and content experts.
	Relies on human factors consultants, performers, human engineers, logisticians, systems engineers, and contractors.


APPENDIX C

Sample Business Case Analysis

Guidelines for Developing a Business Case Analysis (BCA)

for Performance Improvement

Definition of Problem/Requirement

The problem/requirement should be clearly and succinctly described.  One should be able to identify resources relevant to the BCA from the description.  A meaningful analysis is only possible when the situation/requirement is adequately defined.  This means identification of the performance deficiencies.

Background

Whether it is a new requirement or a modification of the status quo, all relevant background documents should be referenced.  If the BCA involves a problem with the status quo, then a discussion of the current work environment is needed.  If the BCA involves a new requirement, a discussion of the origin of it should be provided.  Constraints should also be listed; examples include manpower, facilities and funding.  Constraints are limiting factors that are not subject to change.

Approach

A brief explanation of the analysis approach should be provided.  For a BCA, this will typically be a comparison of costs to implement a solution/intervention and the benefits (performance improvements) derived.  This is accomplished via cost/benefit ratios, return on investment, and payback period measures of the relevant alternatives to addressing the problem/requirement.  

Assumptions

Assumptions are statements made to support and reasonably limit the scope of the study.  They are used where there is uncertainty or risk that can’t be empirically quantified (i.e. no data), but should never be used in lieu of facts.  It is important to list all assumptions.  Typical assumptions are the length of the study period, inflation, and technological change.

Identification of Alternative Solutions/Interventions

Identify and discuss ways to satisfy the requirement or alleviate/solve the problem.  Alternatives should only be included that are realistic given the constraints already identified.  These interventions can include reorganization, modification of equipment, additional resources, improvements in labor selection, training of labor, etc.

Costs and Benefits

The costs and benefits of each alternative should be quantified to the greatest degree possible.  The main categories of costs are personnel, facilities, equipment, maintenance, curriculum, and software.  Some costs will be incurred annually and others are up-front (investment) costs.  Benefits are grouped into two categories: quantifiable and qualitative.  Quantifiable benefits are divided into two groups: hard savings that reflect actual expenditure reductions and soft savings that reflect increased efficiency (i.e. avoid future increases in expenditures/cost avoidance).  Quantifiable benefits should be reduced by (shown net of) the annual operating costs.  These “net benefits” are the amounts to be compared to investments costs in computing cost-benefit ratios, return on investment (ROI), and payback period.  Some benefits cannot be quantified, but should also be considered.  These qualitative benefits include factors such as improved morale and readiness.

Comparison of Alternatives

Alternatives that require up-front investment should be compared based on their ROI and payback period.  Both of these techniques are used to compare upfront costs to a future benefit stream.  ROI is the same as internal rate of return (the Excel spreadsheet function called IRR is recommended for computing this).  The payback period is the length of time needed to recoup the initial investment.  The alternative with the highest ROI and the shortest payback period should be selected.  

Alternatives that have recurring costs (instead of up-front costs) should be compared using cost-benefit ratios.  In these cases the costs and benefits are concurrent (i.e. the benefits accrue the same year that the costs are incurred).    

Recommendations

If one of the alternatives clearly has a higher ROI and shorter payback period, then the recommendation is obvious.  If there is little difference in ROIs and payback periods, then qualitative benefits can be used to recommend one alternative over the other(s).  When alternatives are compared based on cost-benefit ratio, the solution/intervention with the lowest cost to benefit ratio should be selected. 
Sample Business Case Analysis

Definition of Problem

Current gunnery training for the Legacy Fighting Vehicle (LFV) is accomplished via live fire on range. Half of the vehicle crews fail gunnery qualification.  The requirement is that all crews pass.

Background

The LFV community consists of 200 vehicles and each vehicle has a crew of three.  Each crewmember has to annually pass the gunnery qualification tables.  Given the present situation only 50 percent can qualify.  This human performance deficiency could be caused by problems with equipment design, selection criteria, training, or a combination of these.  

Approach

A performance analysis was conducted to ascertain the causes of low rates of gunnery qualification.  The performance analysis determined the extent to which personnel selection, equipment design and training are inadequate.  Once the problems/deficiencies were identified, interventions were developed to address them.  These interventions were compared using cost-benefit ratio, return on investment, and payback period.

Assumptions

The BCA will cover a period of five years.  There is no inflation over the study period; therefore all costs are constant dollars.  The qualification rates for each intervention can be estimated based on existing research.
Identification of Alternatives

The performance analysis determined that there are deficiencies in performance leading to low qualification rates.  Three interventions are proposed to improve performance.  These include; redesign of the equipment, incentive pay in the form of a selective reenlistment bonus (SRB), and a new training device.  The equipment would be redesigned to incorporate a new laser designation sight.  The SRBs will be used to retain only those personnel who presently qualify.  A new training device is proposed that will more accurately simulate the gunnery training.  

Costs and Benefits

The costs and benefits for the three interventions are listed below.  The savings (net benefits) for all the interventions are based on shooting efficiency gains.  These are reflected in less ammunition needed to practice/qualify on the gunnery tables.  

The costs and benefits for a new sight are summarized in Table 1.  The investment cost is estimated at $4 million.  Each of the 200 vehicles will receive a new sight at a cost of $20,000 each.  Gross benefits are based on avoidance of ammunition expenditures for gunnery table practice.  Net benefits are the gross benefits minus the cost of maintaining the sights.  This intervention shows an ROI of 7.9 percent, a payback period of 4 years and a 5-year cost-benefit ratio of 0.80.

Table 1

Return on Investment/Cost Benefit Ratios for New Sight

	Investment Cost
	$4,000,000

	Net Benefits

(Cost Savings)

by Year
	1
	$1,000,000

	
	2
	$1,000,000

	
	3
	$1,000,000

	
	4
	$1,000,000

	
	5
	$1,000,000

	
	

	Annual ROI %
	7.9%

	Payback Period
	4 years

	5 Year Cost-Benefit Ratio
	0.80


The costs and benefits for SRBs are summarized in Table 2.  SRBs in the amount of $10,000 would be offered to qualifying shooters.  As more good shooters are retained in the MOS, fewer SRBs would be offered each year.  It is estimated that 75 would be offered the first year and this would decline to 40 in the fifth year.  These are annual costs – there is no up front cost for this intervention.  Benefits increase each year as the number of good shooters in the MOS grows.  Annual benefits are based on avoidance of ammunition expenditures for gunnery table practice.  This intervention shows a payback period of 3 years and a 5-year cost-benefit ratio of 0.60.  No ROI can be shown since there are no up front costs.

Table 2

Return on Investment/Cost Benefit Ratios for SRBs

	
	Annual Costs
	Annual Benefits

	Year 1
	$750,000
	$375,000

	Year 2
	$650,000
	$700,000

	Year 3
	$550,000
	$975,000

	Year 4
	$450,000
	$1,200,000

	Year 5
	$400,000
	$1,400,000

	Total
	$2,800,000
	$4,650,000

	Annual ROI %
	N/A

	Breakeven Point
	3 years

	5 Year Cost-Benefit Ratio
	0.60


The costs and benefits for the training device are summarized in Table 3.  The investment costs include the purchase of the hardware and software for 10 trainers.  It also includes installation and facilities modification.  Benefits are net of operating costs.  The operating costs include instructors, maintenance personnel, and parts.  Gross benefits are based on avoidance of ammunition expenditures for gunnery table practice.  This intervention shows an ROI of 2.2 percent, a payback period of 4.7 years and a 5-year cost-benefit ratio of 0.94.  Basically, these measures mean that the benefits and costs are about equal over 5 years.

Table 3

Return on Investment/Cost Benefit Ratios for Training Device

	Investment Cost
	$3,750,000

	Net Benefits

(Cost Savings)

By Year
	1
	$800,000

	
	2
	$800,000

	
	3
	$800,000

	
	4
	$800,000

	
	5
	$800,000

	
	

	Annual ROI %
	2.2%

	Payback Period
	4.7 years

	5 Year Cost-Benefit Ratio
	0.94


Comparison of Alternatives

The three interventions are compared based on ROI, cost-benefit, and performance measures in Table 4.  SRBs have the lowest cost-benefit ratio and shortest payback period.  The new sight has a higher ROI than the device, however the investment costs (see Table 1) are significant.  All three interventions would improve the current gunnery performance – estimates for improvement are shown in Table 4.  

Table 4

ROI/Cost-Benefit Summary

	
	New Sight
	SRBs
	Device

	Annual ROI %
	7.9%
	N/A
	2.2%

	Payback Period
	4 years
	3 years
	4.7 years

	5 Year Cost-Benefit Ratio
	0.80
	0.60
	0.94

	
	
	
	

	Percent Qualifying after 5 Years

(estimated)
	85%
	94%
	75%


Recommendations

Of the three interventions evaluated, the SRB should be selected.
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Robert Brinkerhoff’s Six-stage Evaluation Model





Stage One—Goal setting: Deals with “what” and “how.”


Stage Two—Program Design: Deals with program design characteristics.


Stage Three—Program Implementation: Addresses implementation and tracking data about the program, inputs, cost, etc, to recognize problems / discrepancies as they occur.


Stage Four—Immediate Outcomes: Deals with first impressions that learners reveal, positive or negative.


Stage Five—Intermediate/Usage Outcomes: Addresses retention, application, and suitability to the job are the critical characteristics.


Stage Six—Impacts and Worth: Determines what value has been returned to the organization by the training program and determines if that value was worth the expense.











Adaptation of the Kaufman-Keller-Watkins Model





Level I — Input and Reaction: The availability and quality of human, financial, and physical resources (input) and the perceived acceptability and efficiency of method and processes (reaction). 


Level II — Acquisition: Individual and small-group mastery and competence.


Level III — Successful Application: Individual and small-group utilization within the organization.


Level IV — Organizational Results: Organizational contributions and payoff.


Level V — Societal Consequences: Societal and client responsiveness, 


contributions, and payoffs.








Donald Kirkpatrick’s Evaluation Model





Level I — Reaction: Measures how well the participants liked a particular training program. 


Level II — Learning: Measures the principles, facts and techniques that were understood and absorbed by the participants (attempts to assess the extent students have advanced in skills, knowledge, or attitude).


Level III — Application: Measures transfer of learning (the transfer that has occurred in learners' behavior due to the training program).


Level IV — Business Results: Measures impact on the organization (the success of the program in terms that managers and executives can understand--increased production, improved quality, decreased costs, reduced frequency of accidents, increased sales, and even higher profits or return on investment).


Level V — Return on Investment (added by Jack Philips)








Meta


 Evaluation





Analysis





Design/Development





Reaction





Accomplishment





Transfer





Impact





Dessinger-Moseley 360( Evaluation Model





The Six BoxesTM


A Descendant of Gilbert's Behavior Engineering Model


Carl Binder and Cynthia Riha adapted Gilbert’s Behavior Engineering Model to a more user-friendly form and trademarked the name as a brand name for their particular model of behavior influence (and the products and services that use the model), with credit to Tom Gilbert.  Their Six BoxesTM model sorts behavior influences into six sets, like Gilbert’s model, but the labels for each cell are different, as are some of the details within each category. Following is a summary of how they speak about behavior influences with the Six Boxes model:  





Expectations and Feedback: As in Gilbert’s model, this category includes information provided to performers about what they are expected to accomplish, under what conditions, and how they are performing in relation to those expectations.





Tools and Resources: This category covers not only the particular tools used to perform work and the work processes themselves, but also such resources as expert consultants, reference documentation, and user interfaces. Stretching the label of this category a bit, we include environmental variables such as heat, light, and general human factors.





Consequences and Incentives: Like Gilbert, we include both intended and inadvertent consequences of behavior, both monetary and non-monetary. This may involve negative consequences built into the work process, such as failure by other departments to fulfill orders which punish doing the right thing. It may also include informal social consequences, positive or negative.  Although we describe the bottom half of the model (like Gilbert) as related more to the individual performer than to the environment, we include in the bottom cells factors that reflect influence of the environment as well.





Skills and Knowledge: This fourth box includes training and non-training interventions designed to produce skills and knowledge in the individual.  (Notice that job aids might be thought of as an intervention in the Tools and Resources category intended to support Skills and Knowledge.) Like


Gilbert, we emphasize that investing in this category can be relatively unproductive if done without ensuring that influences in the top three boxes are aligned.





Capacity (Selection and Assignment): This category is about the things the individual brings to the job that the organization cannot be expected to provide (e.g., personal qualities, social skills, etc.), and that the organization manages through optimal selection of people and assignment to jobs, based on their capacity. Like Gilbert, we notice that when the first four cells have been handled effectively, this one might be less critical than often imagined.





Motives and Preferences: This box encompasses attitude toward one’s job and factors that comprise employee satisfaction. It includes personal preferences for type of work, available incentives, the working environment, and so on. We notice that investing directly in this box with attempts to "pump up" motivation, without managing the previous five boxes, generally does not produce the desired outcome. We also suggest that when organizations adequately address the first five boxes, the sixth one often takes care of itself. 


Six Boxes™ is a trademark of Binder Riha Associates, Santa Rosa, California.








Gilbert’s Behavioral Engineering Model


Based on the work of B. F. Skinner, Thomas Gilbert's Behavior Engineering Model (1978) provides a tool for diagnosing, prioritizing and planning performance improvement solutions.  


  








Environmental Supports�
Information�
Instrumentation�
Motivations�
�
�
Data


Relevant and frequent feedback about performance


Descriptions of what is expected in performance�
Instruments


Tools and materials of work designed to match human factors�
Incentives


Financial incentives for performance


Career development


Non-monetary incentives�
�






Person's Repertory of Behavior�
Knowledge


Training to match requirements


Placement�
Capacity


Flexible scheduling to match peak capacity


Physical shaping


Adaptation


Selection�
Motives


Assessment of people's motives


Recruitment of people of match realities of situation�
�



In diagnosing issues, each will have a root cause that will be either internal (pertaining to the individual) or external (pertaining to the environment).  Internal causes are related to skill, knowledge, attitude, motivation, and capacity.  External causes are related to selection, teamwork, incentives, facilities, and tools. 





In another adaptation, answering these questions helps isolate the drivers and identify the root causes. 


Performance Drivers


(or Causes)�
Performance Questions�
Performance Deficiency Examples�
�
Data, information, feedback�
How well are people given data, information, and feedback to perform when they are needed?�
Information not given on a timely basis


Lack of feedback mechanisms


Little documentation


Performance standards are nonexistent


Is data tied to performance?�
�
Environment support, resources, tools�
How well are people supported with resources, tools, and equipment?�
Ergonomic deficiencies


Inadequate working conditions


Tools unavailable or not optimally arranged


Insufficient time to get things done�
�
Consequences, incentives, rewards�
How well do performers see the results or consequences of what they do?


How well are they rewarded or provided with incentives?�
Work unrelated to organization’s mission and needs


Rewards not performance-based


Competing incentives


Poor performance rewarded�
�
Skills and knowledge�
How well do performers’ knowledge and skills match performance requirements?�
Lack of knowledge, skills, training, education�
�
Individual capacity�
How well can people perform?�
Lack of aptitude, ability, physical or manual dexterity


Inadequate job analysis�
�
Motivation and expectation�
How well are people motivated to perform?  Are expectations realistic?�
Boring and punishing performance system


Unrealistic payoffs�
�






Cause & Effect Diagram


The Cause & Effect Diagram, also known as the fishbone or Ishikawa diagram, is used to explore all the potential or real causes (or inputs) that result in a single effect (or output).  Because there are often many opinions as to a problem's root cause, one way to capture these different ideas is to visually display them.  This is particularly useful in a group setting and for situations in which little quantitative data is available for analysis.  Because people by nature tend to jump to solutions, the fishbone can help bring out a more thorough exploration of the issues behind the problem, which will lead to a more robust solution.





The diagram has a core horizontal line pointing to the name of a problem, which should be well defined beforehand.  The lines coming off represent main categories of potential causes and the lines coming off those are sub causes.  Typical categories are equipment, personnel, method, materials, and environment, but you can create the categories that best fit your problem, such as: 


Manpower, Methods, Machines, & Materials 


People, Places, & Procedures 


People, Policies, & Surroundings  


Suppliers, System, & Skills 


Policies, Procedures, People, & Plant/Technology


Machines, Methods, Materials, Measurements, Mother Nature (Environment), & Manpower (People)


Process steps





These guidelines can be helpful but should not be used if they limit the diagram or are inappropriate. The categories you use should suit your needs. 





� INCLUDEPICTURE "http://www.pathmaker.com/images/fishbone.gif" \* MERGEFORMATINET ���





Once you have the branches labeled, begin brainstorming possible causes and attach them to the appropriate branches.  For each cause identified, continue to ask 'why does that happen?' and attach that information as another bone of the category branch.  This will help get you to the true drivers of a problem.  Some points to keep in mind:


State causes, not solutions. 


Take note of causes that appear repeatedly. 


Review each major cause category.  Circle the most likely causes on the diagram. 


Test the most likely cause and verify with data. 
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Knowledge & Skills





Performer knows 


how to do the task





Performer believes it’s worth while to do the 


task and wants to do it





Performer has what is


 needed to do the task





Work Environment





Incentives & Motivation











Based on Mitchell, T.R., Matching Motivational Strategies with 





Organizational Contexts. 





Research in Organizational Behavior,





 1997.
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Motivation








Behaviors


Focus


Quality


Intensity


Duration











Rewards, Recognition & Incentives





Organizational Context


Physical Environment


Job Design


Rewards & Recognition


Culture





Individual Factors


Knowledge


Skills


Abilities


Values & Beliefs











Business Analysis





Business Analysis reveals what is important to the organization—its priorities, targets, and concerns.  Any human performance issues are important only to the extent they affect business goals.  Business analysis makes clear what matters and what does not.  It determines what performance issues are paramount and how to allocate resources wisely.





You must identify human performance issues that affect important business outcomes.  If you don’t, precious resources may be wasted on initiatives that make little or no difference to the organization.





Business analysis consists of three main tasks:


Identifying important goals for the appropriate business unit


Clarifying that these are indeed appropriate goals


Determining how specific and measurable the goals are





Assessing Your Business Analysis


Your business analysis should produce a goal or goals that you believe (and your clients agree) represent prime targets for the organization or business unit.  That means the goal(s) ideally should be:


Measurable so you can track progress and evaluate results


Time-bound to indicate when the goal should be reached


Output-focused (e.g., to increase accuracy, decrease rework, shorten cycle time, etc.)


Important and relevant to your client so the organization believes progress in that area would constitute a success





Your business analysis should also provide a better understanding and background of the organizational strategy and business environment issues to be able to identify the following:


The organization’s rationale behind the goal and why it’s a priority


Other organizational goals, including ones that may be competing or contradictory goals within the organization


Other strategies that have been identified or tried previously to meet this goal





The most important questions to ask for the business case analysis:


How important is this goal to the organization?  How do you know the degree of importance?


Are there alternative goals that warrant more attention than the goal targeted by your client?


To what extent is the goal congruent with the organization’s strategy, values, and other goals?  Are there competing goals?  Are there goals that supersede this one?


Is the goal likely to remain stable?


What degree of buy-in on this goal is there by stakeholders?


To what extent are business goals supported by reliable and valid data?


How does the organization measure progress on the goal at present?


What forces (external and internal) are working for and against achievement of this goal?


Source: HPI Essentials; George M. Piskurich, Editor. 2002 by ASTD.














A results-based goal is SMART:


Specific (e.g., “reduce first-enlistment attrition in the Mess Specialist community by 5% within 1 year,” or “Increase aircraft usage in the Squadron by 30%.”)  


Measurable


Achievable


Relevant – in other words, the goal is important


Timely








Tools & Processes





Expectations & Feedback





Physical & Mental Capacity





Desire to Perform





Knowledge & Skills





The effort on the part of the organization to provide resources, tools, operational processes, and a work climate that support excellent performance





The effort on the part of the organization to support desirable performance with monetary and non-monetary rewards and incentives








The effort on the part of the organization to set clear job requirements and communicate to performers if they are meeting those requirements








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































The physical ability, and mental aptitude, cognitive style of the performer required to do the job


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































The self-motivation or drive of the performer to accomplish his/her job duties, and their buy-in to the expected performance requirements





Critical job knowledge requirements and/or necessary on-the-job skills











Human Performance Center
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III. Develop Components

I. Define Requirements

Establish

Performance 

Standards & Requirements

Develop, Build, & Integrate Tools

Design Human 

Performance

Solutions

Implement & Test Intervention;

Evaluate

“Product of Plan”

IV. Execute & Measure

II. Define Solutions

A Human Performance System Model



Human Performance Analysis Process

For the Navy to gain competitive advantage in technical training and address its human performance problems, we must first develop a process by which the Navy can turn critical information into a shared knowledge and value base.  We define a formal process for human performance as a cyclical model that defines human performance requirements, establishes how best to achieve this performance, develops the necessary tools or products, implements the solution, and provides feedback based on an evaluation of the outcome.  By creating a process, our training system can function while continually learning, adapting, and rejuvenating itself.  This leads to an improved organizational problem-solving ability and capacity for action.  To fully exploit organizational knowledge, this process will build on collective knowledge and experience, based on organizational memory dependent on institutional mechanisms (e.g., policies, strategies, and explicit models) used to retain knowledge.  It also allows our training system to continually transform itself to better manage knowledge, utilize technology, empower people, and expand learning to better adapt and succeed in the Navy’s challenging environment.   

We developed a Human Performance Analysis Process around a four quadrant model (see chart). The process begins in Quadrant I by generating human performance requirements. Requirements are expressed in terms of what human operators are expected to do, and not in the current practice of using terms of training that drive to a particular solution.  For example, the current practice allows stating the requirements like, “provide a training course in C-school for missile operators.”  In this case, the requirement is stated in such a way as to preclude a human performance assessment, and drives directly to a specific solution (a training course).  In contrast, our new concept allows requirements to be expressed in terms of what the human operator (or team) needs to do to accomplish the job or mission—for example, “the operator must be able to shoot a missile within 30 seconds.”  Stated in this way, the requirement does not pre-determine a solution; rather, it states a human performance target that may be met in several ways.  More importantly, it allows for an appropriate analysis to be conducted so that an optimal solution can be devised. 

Quadrant II describes the solution building process.  As human performance requirements are established, they move to Quadrant II for analysis.  As a starting point, it must be determined how the requirement translates into human competencies—knowledge, skills, abilities, attitudes and other personal characteristics—that are needed to accomplish it.  This is a crucial step (and one that is most often skipped today) because it specifies in precise terms what needs to be done in order to meet the human performance requirement. It forms the basis for determining learning objectives.  

Taking our example above, the requirement to shoot a missile in 30 seconds might require “knowledge of console operations” skill in operating multifunction interfaces” and “the manual dexterity (ability) to operate a track ball.” Once these competencies are established, it is then possible to consider a range of solutions that might address the requirement. Such options include classroom instruction, e-learning, system design changes, job performance aids, electronic performance



Quadrant II describes the solution building process.  As human performance requirements are established, they move to Quadrant II for analysis.  As a starting point, it must be determined how the requirement translates into human competencies—knowledge, skills, abilities, attitudes and other personal characteristics—that are needed to accomplish it.  This is a crucial step (and one that is most often skipped today) because it specifies in precise terms what needs to be done in order to meet the human performance requirement. It forms the basis for determining learning objectives.  

Taking our example above, the requirement to shoot a missile in 30 seconds might require “knowledge of console operations” skill in operating multifunction interfaces” and “the manual dexterity (ability) to operate a track ball.” Once these competencies are established, it is then possible to consider a range of solutions that might address the requirement. Such options include classroom instruction, e-learning, system design changes, job performance aids, electronic performance
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A Human Performance System Model



Human Performance Analysis Process

For the Navy to gain competitive advantage in technical training and address its human performance problems, we must first develop a process by which the Navy can turn critical information into a shared knowledge and value base.  We define a formal process for human performance as a cyclical model that defines human performance requirements, establishes how best to achieve this performance, develops the necessary tools or products, implements the solution, and provides feedback based on an evaluation of the outcome.  By creating a process, our training system can function while continually learning, adapting, and rejuvenating itself.  This leads to an improved organizational problem-solving ability and capacity for action.  To fully exploit organizational knowledge, this process will build on collective knowledge and experience, based on organizational memory dependent on institutional mechanisms (e.g., policies, strategies, and explicit models) used to retain knowledge.  It also allows our training system to continually transform itself to better manage knowledge, utilize technology, empower people, and expand learning to better adapt and succeed in the Navy’s challenging environment.   

We developed a Human Performance Analysis Process around a four quadrant model (see chart). The process begins in Quadrant I by generating human performance requirements. Requirements are expressed in terms of what human operators are expected to do, and not in the current practice of using terms of training that drive to a particular solution.  For example, the current practice allows stating the requirements like, “provide a training course in C-school for missile operators.”  In this case, the requirement is stated in such a way as to preclude a human performance assessment, and drives directly to a specific solution (a training course).  In contrast, our new concept allows requirements to be expressed in terms of what the human operator (or team) needs to do to accomplish the job or mission—for example, “the operator must be able to shoot a missile within 30 seconds.”  Stated in this way, the requirement does not pre-determine a solution; rather, it states a human performance target that may be met in several ways.  More importantly, it allows for an appropriate analysis to be conducted so that an optimal solution can be devised. 

Quadrant II describes the solution building process.  As human performance requirements are established, they move to Quadrant II for analysis.  As a starting point, it must be determined how the requirement translates into human competencies—knowledge, skills, abilities, attitudes and other personal characteristics—that are needed to accomplish it.  This is a crucial step (and one that is most often skipped today) because it specifies in precise terms what needs to be done in order to meet the human performance requirement. It forms the basis for determining learning objectives.  

Taking our example above, the requirement to shoot a missile in 30 seconds might require “knowledge of console operations” skill in operating multifunction interfaces” and “the manual dexterity (ability) to operate a track ball.” Once these competencies are established, it is then possible to consider a range of solutions that might address the requirement. Such options include classroom instruction, e-learning, system design changes, job performance aids, electronic performance



Quadrant II describes the solution building process.  As human performance requirements are established, they move to Quadrant II for analysis.  As a starting point, it must be determined how the requirement translates into human competencies—knowledge, skills, abilities, attitudes and other personal characteristics—that are needed to accomplish it.  This is a crucial step (and one that is most often skipped today) because it specifies in precise terms what needs to be done in order to meet the human performance requirement. It forms the basis for determining learning objectives.  

Taking our example above, the requirement to shoot a missile in 30 seconds might require “knowledge of console operations” skill in operating multifunction interfaces” and “the manual dexterity (ability) to operate a track ball.” Once these competencies are established, it is then possible to consider a range of solutions that might address the requirement. Such options include classroom instruction, e-learning, system design changes, job performance aids, electronic performance










