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Acronym Definition
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methodology

Initiation

Orientation

COA Development

Plan Development



Plan Review

Initiation Orientation
Course of
Action

Development

Plan
Development

Plan Review

Initiation Orientation
Course of
Action

Development

Plan
Development

Plan Review

Team Dynamics

Workload

Shared Mental Model

methodology

Initiation Orientation
Course of
Action

Development

Plan
Development

Plan Review

Process Improvement

Tool Support

Process Improvement Tool Support

toolbox



WoG OPP handbook.

Team building and handover procedure

Interactive common glossary.

Collaborative knowledge representation



Cross impact method.

OP Design tool/process.

Integrated MA briefing template.

methodology



Section One: Introduction

Section Two: Evaluation Protocol

Section Three

Section Four: Conclusions and Recommendations.



(a) Information Gathering.

(b)Selection of Analyses and Measures.



(c) Production of the material.

(d)Review of material.



(a)Execution of the Experimental Sessions.

(b)Backup and Logging.









Day Activities

Day 1 1300 1700

Day 2 0800 1700

Day 3 0800 1700

Day 4 0800 1700

Day 5 0800 1200





(a) Usefulness of the component

(b) Time/Effort required to use and train the component

(c) Usability of the component



Overall 12omMethodology Multi criteria Assessment



Metrics
(U)

Questionnaire Item Calculation

Evaluator
Ratings
(IP)
Ratings
(IP)
Mental
Models (r)

Ratings
(CU)
Ratings
(TMS)

Ratings
(CS)
Ratings
(Usability)

Ratings
(Training
T/E)



Metrics
(U)

Questionnaire Item Calculation

Ratings
(Use T/E)





Individual Component Assessment

Impact on Taskwork OPP Support Impact on Taskwork

OPP Support





Metrics (U) Questionnaire Item Calculation
Task tool
weight

Ratings
(OPP
Support)
Ratings (IP)

Ratings (CU)

Ratings (CS)

Ratings
(Usability)

Ratings
(Training
T/E)

Ratings (Use
T/E)



NASA TLX

Mental demand

Temporal demand

Performance

Effort



Frustration

Mission Awareness Rating Scale (MARS)

Process evaluation



individual factors
identification team factor assessment



CF OPP
Orientation

Tasks

Tool
Capability /
Functions









credibility
coordination
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WoGTeam Observers

Integration of diff perspectives

Common understanding

Collaboration
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Usefulness for supporting the activities and products of the OPP

Usefulness for supporting the collaboration process (in general)

Usefulness for supporting the integration of different perspectives (in general)

Usefulness for supporting the development of common understanding (in general)
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Howmuch time is required for the team to use this component

Howmuch effort is required for the team to use this component

Howmuch time is required for training on this component

Howmuch effort is required for training on this component

Usefulness



Time/Effort

Usability

sharing conceptual diagrams, querying
conceptual diagrams using filters, and creating views using filters



Costs/Benefits

conceptual diagrams collaboratively
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Not really articulated, but less critical in this case.

Not well articulated, probably due in part by the lack of slide in the MA brief
format.

The assumptions were developed, but most did not meet the requirement of
“necessity” although most were “reasonable”.
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J5 J5Ops J52 J5Gov J5Dev Average
J5 0.52 0.85 0.81 0.73 0.73

J5Ops 0.52 0.67 0.66 0.57 0.61
J52 0.85 0.67 0.89 0.71 0.78

J5Gov 0.81 0.66 0.89 0.75 0.78
J5Dev 0.73 0.57 0.71 0.75 0.69

Average: 0.72

r

r



Is there a task of the OPP that is not supported by any component of the 12om
methodology?





Support provided by each component.
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WoG OPP handbook 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 17 17

Integrated MA briefing template 1(1) 1(1) 2 2

OP Design tool 1(3) 1(3) 1(3) 1(3) 1(3) 1(3) 1(3) 7 21

Cross impact method 1(4) 1(4) 1(4) 1(4) 4 16

Collaborative KR 1(4) 1(4) 1(4) 1(4) 1(4) 1(4) 1(4) 1(4) 1(4) 1(4) 1(4) 1(4) 1(4) 1(4) 14 56

Interactive common glossary 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 17 17

Team building and handover 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 4 4
Sum 2 3 2 4 5 4 4 4 6 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 65

Weighed sum 2 3 2 10 13 10 6 7 14 9 9 9 6 9 7 7 7 133

Orientation COA development ObjectivesInitiation



Level of support to task.

Are there other tools or tasks that would be relevant in similar planning contexts?
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Results





Others Inaudible
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Number of communications 81 296 254 284 444 464 1621
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Day1 pm Day2 am Day3 am Day3 pm Day4 am

Dev 0,01 0,15 0,60 0,76 0,31

Gov 0,03 0,22 0,18 0,25 0,28

Security 0,07 0,37 0,40 0,32 0,36
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Statement Score
(/5)

I was comfortable accepting procedural suggestions from other team members. 4.2
I trusted that other members' knowledge about the project was credible. 4.8
I was confident relying on the information that other team members brought to the discussion. 4.4
When other members gave information, I wanted to double check it for myself.(reversed) 4.4
In did not have much faith in other members' "expertise". (reversed) 5.0

Credibility 4.56
Our team worked together in a well coordinated fashion. 4.2
Our team had very few misunderstandings about what to do. 3.4
Our team needed to backtrack and start over a lot.(reversed) 4.6
We accomplished the task smoothly and efficiently. 4.0
There was much confusion about how we would accomplish the task.(reversed) 4.0

Coordination 4.04
Overall TMS 4.30



italic

Strengths
Comment Source

Process
Good reference material.
More for a non initiated (to OPP) planner.
A good description of process + neutral vocabulary.

Usability
Common denominator, low on acronyms, minimal staff process
branching out of main cycle.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Weaknesses
Comment Source

Process
Too rigid in application (details doctrine).
Military/linear biases.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Process
Both the glossary and the handbook look like the CFOPP made
comprehensible for civilian rather than an integration of the
civilian planning style. [02:46:00]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]

Implementation threats
Comment Source

Organisational
Not in the civilian /DFATD way of doing/seeing things more
difficult to apply on our side.

Maturity level
Work needs to bridge OPP with management by systems in
civilian planning (not necessarily RBM) typically from TBS or
academic project management too.

Technological

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)



Suggested modifications
Comment Source

Highlight differences that a well versed in OPP planner should be
aware of.
Given a real situation/training it gives a common ground that should be
discuss by lead planner of each GoC Dept to fully reach effort and
expectation before actual planning start.
An experienced team composed of DFATD and CAF should develop a
process that meets the needs of both synchronizations, dealing with
the meaning of OPP + RBM where possible.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

[Integrate civilian planning methods to the document] [02:46:30]
[however] We are in a military exercise and civilians are
integrated within the exercise [02:50:40]

Highlight what is different from the CFOPP [03:02:30]
People should read the handbook and then the J5 should present the
OPP briefly to the integrated team. [03:08:59]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]

Other comments
Comment Source

Short and to the point. Could be bias by the fact that I already knew the
process.
A handbook is a useful tool, but should be the basis for group
discussion and practical exercise to ensure understanding.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

OPP handbook would be useful for everything [tasks of the OPP] but has
a low utility [01:00:25]

Task to tool mapping
discussions [time in

recording]

Strengths
Comment Source

Process
Underlines different perspectives.
Focus the common understanding of the problem.
Can take very little time.
Ice breaker, permits individual staff to share strengths w/o
seeming defensive/arrogant.
[team building and handover procedure] Forces people to tell
others what they think is their own task.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)



Allows the team to think in an integrated manner in the early
stages of planning, clarify roles + responsibilities + reporting
structures
Formalizing an informal process that may or may not occur.
Especially useful with a new team or a turbulent staffing
environment.
Helps address the problem of absences.

Usability
Weaknesses

Comment Source
Process

Can influence others.
Somewhat dependant on personalities and seriousness
accorded by participants.
For a JIMP environment it may be very DND acronyms or
concept heavy.
Planning is not always linear in practice; officers are quick to
discuss practicalities/operations.

Usability
Excel based vs. more easy to read or visualize.
Table format not ideal.
Roundtable with scribe rather than filling spreadsheet.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Implementation threats
Comment Source

Organisational
Time required.
Presence of all involved members.
Willingness/open mindedness (cultural resistance to change).
Every officer is ultimately accountable through different
lines/dept (ex. DFATD vs. DND).

Maturity level
Technological

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Suggested modifications
Comment Source

Include a more personal aspect to permit linking.
Discipline of participants.
Chart of roles and responsibilities could be outlined in writing.
Rather than expected departure date, it might be better to use
anticipated absences to cover for other duties, leave, etc.
Add reporting chain; include tasks to each planner (contribution).

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Other comments
Comment Source

Part I is covered via other means normally. Different road, same
results. Part II is really a nice upgrade.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)



Strengths
Comment Source

Process
Writes a common place all definitions.
Provides a shared interpretation of each term.
Definitions should be explanatory, where official versions
sometimes are not.
Good starting point to compare and present meaning of
terminology.

Usability
Good reference material.
Easy to use.
Glossary can be easily amended.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Process
Someone who is not familiar with OPP will appreciate the
glossary [02:45:40]
Common ground to start and then expand [02:55:00]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]

Weaknesses
Comment Source

Process
Can sometimes change the meaning of things.
Can lead to repetition of terms.
Civilians without formal training in project management may
not be familiar enough with the significance of certain new
concepts to fully grasp meaning and differences between OPP
language and civilian equivalents.

Usability
Too long glossary can be confusing.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Process
Both the glossary and the handbook look like the CFOPP made

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]



comprehensible for civilian rather than an integration of the
civilian planning style. [02:46:00]

Implementation threats
Comment Source

Organisational
Risk of cultural push track if lead for future drafting not shifted
to DFATD.

Maturity level
Technological

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Suggested modifications
Comment Source

Add criteria of success.
Should identify the source of the definition.
Consultation need to continue between departments to build more
visibility and acceptance.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

[Integrate civilian planning methods to the glossary] [02:46:30]
Focus group

discussion [time in
recording]

Other comments
Comment Source

This handbook and glossary need to be part of a broader inter agency
arrangement for training future complex stability deployment.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

We already have a dictionary, but it doesn’t necessarily integrate
governance issues. Therefore, the interactive common glossary provides
an integrated component. [01:02:15]

Task to tool mapping
discussions [time in

recording]

Potential issue with changing definitions through time (i.e., when
commander changes) [02:56:30]
Potential issue with multiple definitions of the same term [02:57:30]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]



Strengths
Comment Source

Process
Increases the inputs of each participant.
Produces a usable product that will be inserted into MA brief.
Following Ma brief, allowed us to come up with subsequent
slides (i.e. essential tasks, risks, implied task and OP Design).
Maximizes sharing of ideas + knowledge.
Refine though process; make you think about more
concepts/influences that you start with.
Very useful to deconstruct our thoughts and point out the most
important concepts and their real impact.
If used in early stages, can help the team to clear out
unimportant concepts and focus on important points from
various perspectives.
If intention is to move on to single diagram representing inputs
of all individuals, then best to give/agree on parameters (e.g.
scale, level of details) and perhaps major concepts, issues,
threats, etc.
Conceptual diagrams can help bridge the RBM/civilian method
of problem tree, or strength, weaknesses, opportunities,
threats development civilians use + support common
understanding.

Usability
Fast, stable, flexible, involving.
Fast learning, intuitive, stable, easy to standardize same
concept relation.

Limited usability as long as it is not shared and compared with
the other members of the team.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Process
Cross impact method and collaborative knowledge
[representation] are the two most exportable
components [outside of OPP]. [01:06:20]

Task to tool mapping
discussions [time in

recording]

Weaknesses
Comment Source

Process
Less vocal/confident members' views may not be sufficiently
voiced/shared.
Doing this individually is not profitable the benefit of this
analysis is the exchange of information and gaining a common

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)



understanding.
Names of concepts and types of relations are without limits.

Usability
Time consuming
Complicated and requires training.

Implementation threats
Comment Source

Organisational
Initial resistance to the investment to use new tool.
Leadership cost to maintain use of tool and continued use in
planning cycle.

Maturity level
Scope of analysis too many things can be put in a common
diagram.
Computer issues (loss of data, etc.).

Technological
Resources (time, computers, power, IT support).

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Suggested modifications
Comment Source

Export of chart in a stable format by doing query of content and
relations.
Prepare a little guide to use the software.
Establish a limit at some point on the list of concepts and relations in
order to facilitate integration and common use of the tool.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

It would be nice to see the differences between graphs. [01:13:24]
Software could find opposing ideas (or conflicts) between graphs
[01:14:02]

Task to tool mapping
discussions [time in

recording]

Other comments
Comment Source

Could foster cohesion and buy in within a JIMP environment as this is
neutral ground i.e. not DND doctrine.
The cross function conceptual diagram is very useful as a joint process
not as an individual task.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

In my opinion the diagram produced collaboratively did not
demonstrate the common understanding.

Process evaluation
(Appendix I)

[Collaborative knowledge representation] is the tool we used the most
and the one that generated the most discussions.[00:58:50]
[Collaborative knowledge representation] generates discussions
whereas [cross impact method] is more “practical”.[00:59:25]
Collaborative knowledge representation is what made us think about
the situation [00:59:50]
If I had to choose three components for planning, it would be
collaborative knowledge representation, [OP Design tool], and the

Task to tool mapping
discussions [time in

recording]



cross impact method. [01:01:36]
Cross impact method and collaborative knowledge [representation] are
the two most exportable components [outside of OPP]. [01:06:20]
I believe that KR and CIM could help tremendously campaign tracking
[03:33:10]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]

Strengths
Comment Source

Process
Very useful.
Gives great results and representation of our thoughts.
Easy to share.
[In the context of] longer planning cycles, larger and less
familiar planning teams, less familiar problems. Could reveal
important knowledge that was not yet been shared.
Allows for a more formal methodology to rank factors and
uncover linkage between factors to confirm identification of
key problems and underlying contributing factors

Usability
Easy to use.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Process
How effectively did the team identify objectives? in
discussion around cross impact analysis

Process evaluation
(Appendix I)

Process
Cross impact method and collaborative knowledge
[representation] are the two most exportable
components [outside of OPP]. [01:06:20]

Task to tool mapping
discussions [time in

recording]

Process
This [CIM] brings a lot of honesty toward if your COAs feasible
(sig) like is my COA robust enough to go. This [CIM] brings
more rigors to your COA [02:37:30]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]



There is a lot of thought power that goes in this […] when you
face a complex situation […] mapping knowledge then CIM
before COAs is useful [02:39:30]
CIM is a good thing (sig) because it gives you 2nd and 3rd order
effects which are things that are hard to capture through
normal OPP if you don’t use [CIM] [02:41:50]
The final “matrix view” is very “cool” [02:43:25]

Weaknesses
Comment Source

Process
Difficult to understand.
Subjective weighting could undermine the validity of what
appears to be objective results.
Quantifies subjective assessment of importance of factors and
their relations that are still open to subjective biases and
errors.

Usability
Time consuming if done thoroughly.
Requires substantial investment in training.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Process
Issue with the neutral answers which might have had an impact
on the end result. [02:43:10]

The factors are so interrelated that it is not as easy to
say that “Factor x” will lead to an increase in “Factor
Y”. [The reality is that] it’s not that much of a direct
relation. [02:44:10]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]

Implementation threats
Comment Source

Organisational
Can be difficult to reach consensus on individual factors
Because of level of effort in training and time required during
OPP process to complete collaboratively, risk that tool would
be skipped in the absence of leadership to use it.

Technological
System dependant

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Suggested modifications
Comment Source

Factors are concrete things that you can touch, they’re not concepts
[02:40:00]
I would put the CIM in stage 2 no into stage 3 [02:40:30]

But you need to have done your graphs before [02:42:10]
You need to come up with a functional definition of the concepts
[02:41:40]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]

Other comments
Comment Source



Could be useful in strategy/institutional planning.
Rated this highly because it provided a very useful result > the primacy
of security.
Tool probably ideal for campaign design and analysing complex
situation than for comprehensive OPP cycles for branch plans on
limited fragOP in time and space.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

[Collaborative knowledge representation] generates discussions
whereas [cross impact method] is more “practical”.[00:59:25]
[Cross impact method] allows you to see the sequence of actions to
perform [00:59:38]
We were able to weight the importance of the factors with the cross
impact method [01:00:10]
If I had to choose three components for planning, it would be
collaborative knowledge representation, [OP Design tool], and the
cross impact method. [01:01:36]
Cross impact method and collaborative knowledge [representation] are
the two most exportable components [outside of OPP]. [01:06:20]

Task to tool mapping
discussions [time in

recording]

I believe that KR and CIM could help tremendously campaign tracking
[03:33:10]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]

Strengths
Comment Source

Process
Cannot be more task tailored.
Understanding and definition of the problem.
Good representation.

Usability
Good representation; easy to comprehend & use.
Standardization of visualization of OP design.
Possibility to copy/paste from other software.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Process
How effectively did the team consider the impact of time on

Process evaluation
(Appendix I)



the operation? The operation Design tool timeline
demonstrated a comprehensive consideration of this element
How effectively did the team identify objectives? Displayed
on Op Design tool
How effectively did the team describe the desired end state?
Displayed on Op Design tool

Process
Very useful to outline key task/activities that need to happen
from different LOO [02:10:45]
Synchronize assets that only INT can have [02:12:12]
Fast/stable, all required box are there [02:13:00]
You can work on it with other product [02:15:00]
You keep track of each changes as you make them [02:15:15]
Undeniably essential to the OPP [02:15:45]
OP Design forces you to be sequential [02:26:10]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]

Weaknesses
Comment Source

Process
The use of timelines can encourage linear, sequential thinking,
when what may be required is more concurrent activities.
Could make more distinction between continuous and punctual
priorities/actions.
Does not capture unexpected events/disruptions in the
planned cause of action.
Not in our institutional habits to plan on such a short period of
time (civilians). Very difficult activity for civilians from DFATD
May result in detailed synchronization of tasks (vs DPs)

Usability
Requires system & software available
Software development required

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Process
DP analysis is tightly linked to OPP, I would not use it in another
context. [01:06:30]

Task to tool mapping
discussions [time in

recording]

Process
Not as easy to capture ongoing considerations throughout. It is
more oriented toward tasks than results [02:10:55]
Three LOOs is a constraint that we should not follow. We could
have up to six LOOs for instance. [02:20:20]

Usability
Only weakness are technicalities [02:13:30]
Technical issues must be solved to be used in operational
context [02:16:45]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]

Implementation threats
Comment Source

Organisational
There will be resistance to adding any tool that is not deemed

Component
questionnaire



essential.
Org. Cultural way of doing thing and time window can lead to
conflictual discussion and planning effort.

Maturity level
Flexibility of visualization (little manipulation impossible)

Technological
Only tool takes time to implement, memory on computers, etc.

(Appendix B)

Suggested modifications
Comment Source

Decision point should be represented by yellow star.
Needs to be able to have simultaneous DPs.
Connecting lines between LOOs to one DP should be possible.
Objectives should be able to be joined to multiple LOO.
Allow preconditions to be identified in a box to left of Op Design
When “return” is used, text should fall on next lines.
Arrows to indicate DP is ongoing.
Add importing feature from CIM.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Should be able to number the DPs [02:21:00]
Should be able to have on each DP the measure of effectiveness, the
criteria for success and the indicators that are related to that
[02:21:20]
Would you see the tool as a possible monitoring tool? – Definitely.
[02:22:02]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]

Other comments
Comment Source

I think that in real world, given more time and better understanding of
each org culture it will be a successful process.
Should be a concerted effort to move away from security dev and gov
as the fixed LOO as likely counterproductive in analysing complex
problems instead of focusing on institutional view.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

OP Design is a good representation of the problem, but the OP design
doesn’t make you think about the problem. [01:01:20]
[mil to civ] I would have thought that the tool was generic enough that
you would like to use it in your context [01:06:50]

[civ to mil] It lacks an overview of the continuity of interventions
[01:07:00]
[civ to mil] it’s to constrained in time [01:07:10]

If I had to choose three components for planning, it would be
collaborative knowledge representation, [OP Design tool], and the
cross impact method. [01:01:36]
[OP Design] is tightly linked to OPP, I would not use it in another
context. [01:06:30]

Task to tool mapping
discussions [time in

recording]

This should be deployed and used as we speak as far as I’m concerned
[02:22:55]

Focus group
discussion [time in



OP Design should happen after CIM [02:34:30] recording]

Strengths
Comment Source

Process
Forces integration of all domains (gov/dev/sec).

Reinforces the requirement to report different
perspectives to the leadership.

Synch of supporting activities.
Provides a standing example of what could constitute a
comprehensive WoG briefing.

Usability
Easy to use/fill.
Visually efficient.
Comprehensive, logic.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

I would use it as a point of departure. [03:11:00]
Focus group

discussion [time in
recording]

Weaknesses
Comment Source

Process
Consistent division of ppt law dev/gov/CAF will reinforce
distinction/differences. An indication of LOO would be more
appropriate (dev/gov/sec, potentially).
Entire format may not be relevant to the problem; time spent
in filling out slides may/will take time away from essential
points of the briefing.
Planning teams could use the template as a guide to the
conduct of the OPP, which could lead to the omission of
important steps.

Some factors were omitted (iPOE, terrain, time and
space, troops to task).

Usability
Too long

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)



Process
The use of the format for briefing tended to drive the contents
– they did not adapt the format to the requirement, probably
because we told them to use it.

Brief evaluation
(Appendix J)

Process
May reinforce the separation of the problem into LOO
[03:12:00]
You assume that the lines of operations are defined at this
point [03:13:00]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]

Implementation threats
Comment Source

Organisational
Resistance to change should be minimal (some may prefer to
use already existing tailored ppt).
Different HQ will tend to use their own formats, but it is still
worth the effort.

Maturity level
Template would have to be updated with OPP manual.
Needs detailed analysis to support input to the briefing.

Technological
System dependant.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

Suggested modifications
Comment Source

Move conceptual diagram to factors analysis.
OP Design template added.
Change governance for political.
The template should be incorporated into the OPP manual; more likely
to be used.
Add missing factors.
Work collaboratively to build the briefing.
Shorten format to key factors, deduction, risks and OP design focus on
core elements of the problem as jointly perceived by the team and
what comd/roc would have as potential adhesions.

Component
questionnaire
(Appendix B)

It’s nice if the template allows for flexibility. [01:05:34]
Task to tool mapping
discussions [time in

recording]
Make sure the list of factor included in the template is extensive.
[03:15:00]
It needs to be adapted by the commander for the specific situation
[03:17:50]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]

Other comments
Comment Source

A great point of departure… format will evolve based on comd
preferences and JIOPG preferred practices.

Component
questionnaire



Very similar to the one already in use in HQ. (Appendix B)

The template represents the sequence of OPP. So it gives a common
ground on what is needed. It allows to do OPP without having to
comprehensively understand OPP [01:04:39]
Can be used as a basis for any planning process, not only OPP.
[01:05:20]

Task to tool mapping
discussions [time in

recording]

[The process was not template driven, it was the thought process done
before that allowed the team to fill the template rapidly] [03:14:00]

Focus group
discussion [time in

recording]

We were missing a tool to conduct “troop to task” planning [01:18:00].



methodology

Development of a Common
Understanding

WoG OPP
handbook interactive common glossary



OP design tool creation of the common vocabulary

sharing
conceptual diagrams querying conceptual diagrams using filters



Component MYRIAD
Score

Cost
Benefit
Ratio /10

Collaborative
Understanding
Support /10

OP Design Tool

Conceptual Diagrams (Collaborative)

Team Building and Handover Procedure

Common Glossary

OPP Handbook

WoGMA Brief Template

Conceptual Diagrams (Individual)

CIM

Sub component Score

Creating a Common Vocabulary

Sharing Conceptual Diagrams

Creating Views Using Filters

Querying Using Filters

r p





Dimensions of Support



It is the most successful component in the 12om methodology.

has the greatest feasibility





Cognition, Brain, Behavior,
9

Psychological Review, 113

Journal of Organizational
Behavior 22

Human Factors, 37

Human
Factors: The Journal of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society 47

International
Journal of Project Management 29

Information and Computation, 128,

Evolution and Human Behavior, 23,

Handbook of human factors and ergonomic methods



Journal of Organizational
Behavior 22

Decision making in action: Models and
methods

Acta Psychologica, 30,

International Journal of Industrial
Ergonomics, 36

Macrocognition,

The
International C2 Journal, 4

Cognitive Systems Engineering.

PLoS One, 7,

Social Network Analysis: Methods and Applications

Small Worlds

Nature, 393

Organization Science 16

Human Factors, 30































TEAM: 1 2
J5 TEAM PROCESS EVALUATION

1. How well did the team achieve a common understanding of the situation?

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

2. How thoroughly did the team consider higher level direction?

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5



Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5



Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

16. Resolution of conflicting information:

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5



Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5



Comments:____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________

1 2 3 4 5



EVALUATOR: COMD ROC DEV TEAM: 1 2

MISSION ANALYSIS BRIEF EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Relevance: Rate the degree to which the

mission analysis brief provides:

B. Degree of integration

B1.

B2.



C.

Circle one number in each row

C1.

C2.

C3.

C4.



D.

E.
E1.

E2.

Review of situation
a. General

b. Review of opposing force situation





integrated for

integrated for

Proposed mission statement for

F. RATE THE OVERALL QUALITY OF THE MISSION ANALYSIS BRIEF (circle one
number)



COA EVALUATION CRITERIA
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