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Abstract

In the summer of 2016 the Joint Lessons Learned (JLL) Branch Head at the Canadian Forces 
Warfare Centre (CFWC) requested that a study be undertaken in an effort to address the 
development of Lessons Learned (LL) programmes within the Department of National Defence 
(DND) and the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF). While LL programmes in DND/CAF report on 
their progress on a semi-regular basis, this reporting is not standardized nor is it methodologically 
consistent with each iteration. The aim of this report is to investigate which methods are most 
useful in measuring LL programme effectiveness in order to address this deficiency. As a result, 
this report presents a performance measurement framework for LL, which is a by-product of 
continuing efforts to develop the organizational learning portfolio within DND and the CAF. This 
study, therefore, does not present a standardized set of metrics for the LL process. Rather, a 
framework for developing metrics and a subsequent system of measurement is presented to 
address organizational differences and to address doctrinal deficiencies in assessments. This 
report outlines how the subsequent framework can be applied to any LL organization within DND 
and the CAF.

Significance to Defence and Security

The purpose of a lessons learned process is to improve performance and achieve greater military 
effectiveness. Throughout DND and the CAF, lessons learned programmes are designed as a part 
of an overall organizational learning strategy to manage change and foster continual 
improvement. There is not currently a method through which DND managers and CAF 
commanders can gauge how well their lessons learned programmes are able to fulfill these 
objectives. 

This study confronts this issue and proposes a standardized method through which a performance 
measurement framework can be established regardless of programme structure. This assessment 
process also offers an opportunity for new and developing programmes to assess their progress. 

To accomplish this task, this study discusses the role and development of LL within DND and the 
CAF. This allows for the opportunity to connect traditional conceptualizations of organizational 
learning in business organizations to that of military effectiveness, adaptation, and innovation.
Defining what success should look like, and why, is important and this study offers an 
opportunity to revisit some of these concepts in a way that has not been carried out in recent 
years.
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Résumé

À l’été 2016, le chef de direction de la Branche interarmées des leçons retenues au Centre de 
guerre des Forces canadiennes (CGFC) a demandé qu’une étude soit entreprise pour élaborer des 
programmes de leçons retenues (LR) au ministère de la Défense nationale (MDN) et dans les 
Forces armées canadiennes (FAC). Les responsables de ces programmes rapportent l’état 
d’avancement de façon assez régulière, mais la présentation des rapports n’est pas normalisée et 
la méthodologie ne convient pas toujours. L’objectif de ce rapport est de déterminer les méthodes 
les plus utiles pour mesurer l’efficacité des programmes de LR en vue de pallier cette faiblesse.
Par conséquent, ce rapport présente un cadre de mesure du rendement des LR, lequel est un 
sous-produit des efforts constants visant à approfondir le portefeuille d’apprentissage 
organisationnel au sein du MDN et des FAC. Cette étude ne fournit donc pas un ensemble 
normalisé de paramètres des LR. Il s’agit plutôt d’un cadre pour élaborer des paramètres et un
système d’évaluation est présenté pour déterminer les différences organisationnelles et les 
faiblesses au niveau de la doctrine. Le présent rapport fournit une description de la façon 
d’appliquer le cadre à venir à n’importe quelle organisation s’appuyant sur les LR au sein du 
MDN et des FAC.

Importance pour la défense et la sécurité

Le but d’un processus des leçons retenues (LR) est d’améliorer le rendement et de parvenir à une 
plus grande efficacité militaire. Dans l’ensemble du MDN et des FAC, les programmes de leçons 
retenues font partie d’une stratégie d’apprentissage organisationnelle globale pour gérer le 
changement et favoriser l’amélioration continue. Il ne s’agit pas pour le moment d’une méthode 
qui permet aux gestionnaires du MDN et aux commandants des FAC d’évaluer dans quelle 
mesure les programmes de LR peuvent contribuer à l’atteinte de ces objectifs. 

Cette étude porte sur cet enjeu et présente une méthode normalisée permettant d’établir un cadre 
de mesure du rendement, peu importe la structure du programme. Le procédé d’évaluation offre 
aussi l'occasion pour les responsables des programmes nouveaux ou en préparation d’évaluer 
leurs progrès.

Pour accomplir cette tâche, l’étude passe en revue le rôle et l’élaboration des LR au sein du MDN 
et des FAC. C’est l’occasion de tisser des liens entre les conceptualisations traditionnelles de 
l’apprentissage organisationnel dans les structures d’entreprise, de même que l’efficacité, 
l’adaptation et l’innovation militaire. Il est important de définir ce que l’on considère comme 
étant le succès et d’en préciser la raison. Cette étude offre donc l’occasion de revoir certains 
concepts d’un autre œil que durant ces dernières années.
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1 Introduction

In the summer of 2016 the Joint Lessons Learned (JLL) Branch Head at the Canadian Forces 
Warfare Centre (CFWC) requested that this study be undertaken in an effort to address concerns 
from the LL Branch Head regarding the development of Lessons Learned processes within the 
Department of National Defence (DND) and the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF). These concerns 
were well grounded because, while LL programs in DND/CAF report on their progress on a 
semi-regular basis, this reporting is not standardized nor is it methodologically consistent. The 
aim of this report is to investigate which methods would be the most useful in measuring 
LL program effectiveness in order to address this deficiency.

Further, it was also requested that this investigation be shared with other CAF LL programs in an 
effort to ensure that the end framework was appropriate. The Lessons Learned Working Group 
(LLWG) was also kept apprised of the study, and other LL organizations were encouraged to 
provide input.

As a result, this report presents the Lessons Learned Performance Measurement Framework 
(LLPMF). This contributes to ongoing efforts to develop the organizational learning portfolio
within DND and the CAF. There is a lack of institutionalized forms of assessment for
LL programmes and operations within DND/CAF LL, a deficiency that has the potential to 
hamper institutional growth and improvement. Without periodic review, further refinement of the 
organizational learning portfolio within DND and the CAF is likely to slow. As a framework 
within which learning and adaptation takes place, the LL process is itself constantly in flux as the 
operational environment shifts, and departmental priorities along with it. Thus, this framework is 
the result of a desire to measure how efficient and effective LL programs are at identifying issues 
and addressing them at the institutional level. Measuring the performance of LL programs can 
allow for a robust continual learning strategy through improved change management and 
adaptation. 

The LLPMF outlined in the following study responds to the above request. To frame the study, 
two key questions needed to be addressed. The first, and ultimately most important, is what does 
an ideal LL programme look like? And second, related to this question, how should we reconcile 
differences in the way in which organizations within DND and the CAF conduct LL? An efficient 
and effective LL process is of paramount importance to the ultimate goal of continual 
organizational learning within DND and the CAF. Defining what success looks like in an 
LL system begins with a detailed explanation of how that system is designed to work, and most 
importantly, why. 

This distinction brings forth another consideration. Boundaries have to be established with 
regards to the limits of what is being studied and in this case, these boundaries are easily blurred 
given the nature of the request. The goal of this study is to develop the basis for a system of 
measurement to assess how well LL practitioners are able to fulfill their mandates. Thus, this 
study is not meant to measure the value of particular lessons learned efforts. Although a 
discussion of the value of LL to modern militaries takes place, its purpose is limited to 
demonstrating certain nuances in LL processes, and to provide the necessary information needed 
to understand how LL in DND and the CAF functions, and why. 
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The above considerations lead to the second framing question of this study: How should we 
reconcile institutional differences in the way in which organizations in DND and the CAF 
conduct LL? The DND/CAF LL program consists of a five step process designed to address 
issues; these five steps are indoctrinated. However, there are inevitably differences in the way in 
which each LL organization conducts this process, and most importantly, their higher level 
objectives and end states. The mandate and institutional practises of each individual 
LL programme will be different, and as a result their measures of performance, effectiveness, 
and efficiency will differ from one another as well. 

Definitions of success will therefore differ between each organization. Consequently, introducing 
a ‘standard’ set of measures for each program is difficult and ultimately ineffective if the goal is 
to have an assessment process from which each LL organization will benefit. This report offers 
no critique of those differences, but rather simply acknowledges that LL processes will vary, and 
that fact needs to be accounted for within the proposed framework.

In order to measure a program by means of a performance management framework, it should be
compared to its ideal state. However, through framing the study in this way, it became apparent 
that there is often insufficient information to answer fully the above framing questions. As a 
result, this study does not present a standardized set of metrics for the LL process. Rather, a 
framework for developing metrics and a derivative system of measurement is presented to address 
organizational differences and to address doctrinal deficiencies for assessments. In so doing, this 
report outlines how the subsequent framework can be applied to an LL organization within DND 
and the CAF.

1.1 Objectives 

The objectives of this study are as follows:

1. To examine the LL process within DND and the CAF and address the need for institutional 
measurement; 

2. To discuss how these goals align with organizational learning outcomes for DND/CAF; and

3. Based on these observations, to provide a performance measurement framework specific to 
LL. 

1.2 Outline

This study is organized in the following way:

Section 2 provides the background and history of the lessons learned process, and describes 
how the process fits within the DND/CAF organizational learning strategy. The purpose 
behind lessons learned is also discussed in order to provide context for the following 
sections.

Section 3 discusses the role of performance measurement within military organizations. 
Assessment systems of other government departments, allies, and organizations are 
discussed to provide examples of their usefulness.
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Section 4 provides a performance measurement framework for lessons learned organizations 
within DND and the CAF. This section describes, in a step by step process, how best to 
develop an assessment system and the challenges associated with doing so.

Section 5 discusses the conclusion, and suggestions for future work. 
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2 Lessons Learned and Military Effectiveness 

This section will discuss several factors relating to the LL program within DND/CAF, and the 
extent to which this program has developed since its inception. While the importance of a 
well-functioning LL program within the Canadian defence institution has been elaborated on in 
the past, the program itself is in a crucial stage of development worthy of discussion. The 
program’s status will influence formal program measurement, as well as how these measurements 
will be used. A shifting policy environment creates a situation where LL programs are under an 
increased amount of pressure to demonstrate their relevance and value.

2.1 Defining the DND/CAF Lessons Learned Process

The value of LL within military organizations has been discussed at length throughout the 
development of the DND/CAF organizational learning portfolio and has led to its current form.
There have been several stages of development of LL within DND/CAF as the process matures,
LL specific policy improves, and LL becomes more entrenched in day to day operations. Today, 
LL is defined by DND/CAF as “the adding of value to an existing body of knowledge, or seeking to 
correct deficiencies, in areas of concepts, policy, doctrine, training, equipment or organizations, by 
providing feedback and follow-on action.”1 The LL process in place today is, by definition, in 
continual development when it is applied to itself, but enjoys a standardized methodology in place 
throughout DND/CAF.

As later sections will discuss further, each LL organization inherently has variations in its 
programme structure. However, the LL process itself is indoctrinated in a five step process: 
preparation, collection, analysis, endorse and direct change, and act of change. Canadian Forces 
Joint Publication A2, Lessons Learned (CFJP-A2) outlines the parameters of a functioning 
LL program and explains the formalized five-step LL process in more detail. The following 
description is used in CFJP-A2 to describe how the LL conceptual framework fits within the 
DND/CAF organizational learning objectives:

A LL program is a focus for knowledge management and organizational learning and 
permits commanders and functional authorities to assess progress within their 
organizations. It is a command-driven tool that enables organizations to learn and 
improve from past observations and best practises and be better positioned for success 
during future activities. It is also a tool that identifies issues requiring resolution and 
makes recommendations that guide the development of future capabilities.2

Thus the LL process is designed to be a starting point when observations are submitted following 
an operation, exercise, or day to day activities. Ideally, this process is a command-driven tool that 
provides feedback loops for lessons learned in operations and exercises. By closing “learning 
loops,” the goal is that issues are fed back into organizational memory through predefined 

1 Defence Terminology Bank, record 27843.
2 Department of National Defence, Canadian Forces Joint Publication A2 Lessons Learned, (Ottawa, ON: 
DND, 2015), 1–2.
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processes in order to repeat best practises or avoid past mistakes.3 This is demonstrated in the 
conceptual LL framework in Figure 1, which visualizes the LL process from start to finish, 
including the five steps.

Figure 1: The DND/CAF Conceptual Lessons Learned Framework.

However, the above explanation covers only the lessons learned process itself, and not the 
LL programme and how it fits into the DND/CAF organizational learning strategy. The origin for 
the current LL programme within DND/CAF can be traced to the Somalia Affair. While informal 
LL efforts took place naturally as they do in any organization, it was the completed Commission 
of Inquiry into the Deployment of Canadian Forces to Somalia in 1997 that led to the inception of 
the formalized LL process that DND/CAF employs today. The Somalia Affair refers to a 
1993 incident involving the Canadian Airborne Regiment in Somalia. The beating death of a 
Somali teenager by members of the Regiment was the focus of the scandal, which highlighted 
several endemic issues within the CAF. The Inquiry, which began in 1995, totals five volumes 
and nearly 1500 pages, and amounts to the principle assessment that: 

Systems broke down and organizational discipline crumbled… systems in place were 
inadequate and deeply flawed; practices that fuelled rampant careerism and placed 
individual ambition ahead of the needs of the mission had become entrenched; the 
oversight and supervision of crucial areas of responsibility were deeply flawed and 
characterized by the most superficial of assessments; even when troubling events and 
disturbing accounts of indiscipline and thuggery were known, there was disturbing inaction 
or the actions that were taken exacerbated and deepened the problems; planning, training 

3 Nick Milton, The Lessons Learned Handbook: Practical Approaches to Learning From Experience, 
(Oxford: Chandos Publishing, 2010), 20.
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and overall preparations fell far short of what was required; subordinates were held to 
standards of accountability that many of those above were not prepared to abide by.4

Moreover, the Inquiry reported that a significant number of the specific institutional failures had 
been observed in the past, yet solutions were not documented or shared between organizations.5

These organizational and systemic failures that led to the affair were in part due to entrenched 
behaviours that did not align with Canadian military standards. The Inquiry argued that these 
behaviours were nonetheless allowed to continue until the Somalia Affair shed light upon them. 
These revelations led to the call for the allocation of resources to a lessons learned program in 
order to address these institutional failures, and to ensure that an organizational failure of this 
magnitude never happened again. Steps were thus taken in order to develop an initial 
LL programme and to implement Somalia Inquiry recommendations that had been accepted by 
the Government.

The Somalia Affair and the subsequent calls for a LL programme led to the expansion of policy to 
standardize the LL process. LL continued to develop, and in a 2001 Office of the Auditor General 
(OAG) report, shortcomings of the still developing DND/CAF LL capability were identified.6

Specifically, the report highlighted that post-exercise and post-deployment reports were not 
required or enforced in a standard fashion. Additionally, it was noted that the reports that were 
done were of poor quality and that knowledge management practices were inadequate to support 
the high volume of information. These observations were collected through a thorough 
investigation of equipment readiness levels and the supply system, where systemic shortcomings 
were becoming a concern. Following the OAG report and the initial Departmental reply, the issue 
was deliberated and the DCDS issued a response stating that “the Department will also enhance 
its Lessons Learned (LL) capabilities by streamlining procedures, ensuring commonality and 
implementing a pan-CF policy.”7 These observations eventually became a part of the 
organizational learning portfolio.

Lessons learned policy today still reflects the motives discussed above, yet also has other key 
additions. For example, a recent change holds level one (L1) organizations accountable for their 
LL functions and has non-compliance consequences under development.8 This commitment to an 
active LL program requires that support for the LL program comes from all levels of DND 
management and CAF commands, and that these organizations conduct an internal LL process of 
their own in a way that best fits their organization. Canadian Joint Operations Command (CJOC) 
holds the responsibility of overseeing the development of the DND/CAF LL program, and 
approves LL program guidance for the respective L1 and command LL programmes.

4Gilles Létourneau, “Dishonoured Legacy: The Lessons of the Somalia Affair: Report of the Commission 
of Inquiry into the Deployment of Canadian Forces to Somalia,” (Ottawa, Commission of Inquiry into the 
Deployment of Canadian Forces to Somalia, 1997), xxix. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Office of the Auditor General of Canada, 2001 December Report of the Auditor General of Canada,
(Ottawa: ON: OAG, 2001). 
7 Department of National Defence, “J7 LL Follow-Up to DCDS Action Plan: OAG Report on In-Service 
Equipment/ Completion of Post Exercise/ Deployment Reports,” (Ottawa: DND, 2005).
8 Initially added to the Defence Administrative Orders and Directives (DAOD) collection was DAOD 
8010-1, which institutionalized the operational LL process for use by all elements of the CAF and DND 
organizations. Today, this is superseded by DAOD 8010-0, which provides the directives for DND/CAF
LL program and highlights the need for a vigorous LL program to ensure accountability. 
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Accordingly, L1 advisors and commands oversee the execution of the LL program in their 
respective organizations.9 The pan-DND/CAF authority for leading the LL community on behalf 
of CJOC is the CO CFWC, who coordinates this through JLL. The LL programme defers to the 
overall organizational learning strategy for DND/CAF, and the long term institutional goals that 
are described within that strategy. Organizational learning gradually became a significant goal for 
many large organizations, including militaries, as it provided a method that holistically addressed 
long term organizational issues.

2.2 The DND/CAF Lessons Learned Process and
Organizational Learning Objectives

Organizational learning as a concept is not new; however, in recent decades it has become a key 
strategy to avoiding typical business patterns of compartmentalization. In large organizations, it 
becomes desirable to separate lines of development and tasks. This often allows for maximization 
of varying skill sets in separate areas. Unfortunately, this often causes a negative effect, where it 
becomes difficult to recognize negative cycles and recurring issues. In his seminal book on the 
subject, Peter Senge argues that learning organizations are where “…people continually expand 
their capacity to create the results they truly desire” by focusing on long term strategies for 
addressing organizational problems.10 This, rather than addressing issues as they arise, builds a 
gradual system of institutional memory that is capable of long term change and continual 
improvement.11 Senge’s model for organizational learning thus focuses on challenging 
assumptions about an organization that can potentially affect an organization’s ability to adapt 
and innovate.

Militaries must carry out both of these functions in order to be an effective learning organization; 
they must be able to adapt to immediate (tactical and operational) issues yet also be able to 
address long term (strategic) issues in their planning processes to truly innovate as a fighting 
force. In a series of internal studies on CAF Joint-level learning, innovation, and adaptation 
written for CFWC in the past, Neil Chuka expands on this point and the associated challenges.12

Chuka elaborates on how the ability to adapt quickly to tactical and operational demands requires 
an intellectual and professional environment that is capable of identifying how adaptation in 
wartime is linked to the long term ability to innovate. These concepts have remained relevant in 
DND and the CAF as the following discussion demonstrates. 

9 Department of National Defence, “Defence Administrative Orders and Directives 8010-0, Lessons 
Learned,” http://intranet.mil.ca/en/defence-admin-orders-directives/8000/8010-0.page.
10 Peter M. Senge, The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practise of the Learning Organization, (Toronto: 
Random House, Inc., 2006), 3.
11 Ibid, 23.
12 See Neil Chuka, “Learning From (Recent) History? An Assessment of CF Joint-Level Learning, 
Innovation, and Adaptation Activities,” DRDC CORA TM 2013-248, (Ottawa: DRDC CORA, 2013); 
Neil Chuka and Donald A. Neill, “A Research and Analysis Framework for a Strategic Level Lessons Learned 
Process,” DRDC CORA TM 2011-210, (Ottawa: DRDC CORA, 2011); Neil Chuka, “Re-Examining the CF 
Joint Level Lessons Identification and Analysis (Lessons Learned) Process Part One: Learning and Innovation 
Framework,” DRDC CORA LR 2011-17, (Ottawa: DRDC CORA, 2011); Neil Chuka, “Re-Examining the 
CF Joint Level Lessons Identification and Analysis (Lessons Learned) Process. Part Two: Applying the 
Learning and Innovation Framework,” DRDC CORA LR 2011-046, (Ottawa: DRDC CORA, 2011).
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Organizational learning as a formalized program became a focus for DND/CAF in recent years.
The lack of a coherent DND/CAF-wide strategy for continual learning, the need to identify 
lessons for improvement, and the need for knowledge transfer strategies all prompted DND/CAF
to begin drafting a holistic organizational learning strategy in 2006. Today, the DND/CAF
Organizational Learning Strategy (OLS) has evolved and focuses on the following enabling 
objectives in order to provide guidance:

Fostering a culture of learning and innovation

Enhancing collaboration

Managing content effectively 

Learning from our own experience

Learning from other organizations

Leveraging our own knowledge.13

As the above strategies highlight, the lessons learned program merely provides a process which 
serves the organizational learning strategy. LL, therefore, should be understood within DND/CAF
as only one part of a more expansive portfolio; it is an enabler for organizational learning, and is 
meant to provide a process through which organizations can review their best practises, recurring 
issues, and address them as an institution in a long term manner.

These activities are all in support of a higher objective of the OLS which seeks to establish a 
culture of organizational learning and continual improvement within DND and the CAF. 
However, establishing an institutional culture of LL and organizational learning goes beyond their 
roots in policy. There is a more fundamental driver for these values in military organizations that 
wish to build on past experience. Chuka elaborates on this point, and argues that the military 
imperative to learn and innovate goes beyond policy and is rooted in very practical motives:

The justification for a robust learning and innovation process does not stem from 
government or military command directives. Although these are important in terms of 
driving process and providing resources, they are secondary to the epistemological basis 
for studying the outcome of operations and should not be considered the justification for 
establishing a credible process. Military forces that study their effectiveness, those of 
allies, and those of foes, both in peacetime and during war, tend to be more effective and 
improve the odds of success in battle.14

To be sure, without the proper basis in policy and lessons learned, a culture of organizational 
learning will not flourish. The above discussion of LL policy within DND/CAF stresses this 
point, as LL continues to develop as a direct result of policy changes such as the recent changes
which require L1s to establish their own LL programmes. However, Chuka notes that it is 
necessary to go beyond policy and stress that the motivating factor should be an effective military 

13 Department of National Defence, “Organizational Learning,” Department of National Defence. Last 
modified June 14, 2016, http://cmp-cpm.mil.ca/en/support/organizational-learning/organizational-learning-
index.page.
14 Chuka, “Learning From (Recent) History? An Assessment of CF Joint-Level Learning, Innovation, and 
Adaptation Activities, 4. 
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force, and that learning from past operations, exercises, and those of others will lead to greater 
success. Again, this is fundamental to military effectiveness, adaptation, and innovation. LL is not 
an automatic process once policy supporting it is in place. There must also be an institutional 
culture which embraces and supports LL activities in order for them to flourish and have impact. 
For this to happen, there has to be continual evidence supporting the role and impact of LL on 
military operations and exercises. This point is crucial to the justification for creating 
performance measurement strategies and establishing performance indicators which will be 
discussed in greater detail in later sections.

Greater military effectiveness, then, is the fundamental justification for undertaking a LL 
program. This can still take place without a formalized LL process, but it is made more efficient if 
LL programmes deliver on their mandates. For that process to work, proper guiding policies and 
directives need to be in place, as they supplement the establishment a culture of LL which fosters 
institutional health. This includes a formalized assessment system, of which the goal is to 
improve military effectiveness through providing decision makers with better information about 
their operations. In the case of LL programmes, this means regular or periodic programme 
evaluations to assess how well their mandates are being achieved in order to foster continual 
improvement. Given the lack of a formalized assessment methodology for DND and the CAF, 
this study attempts to develop such a system for LL while calling attention to doctrinal 
deficiencies in performance measurement.
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3 The Need for a Formalized Assessment Process

This section discusses the role of performance measurement in modern militaries. Specifically, 
operations assessments and the role that they play in addressing progress toward end goals and 
objectives is discussed in order to demonstrate how a formalized assessment process for LL in 
DND and the CAF can improve performance. This is done through a review on how assessments 
are used in other government departments, foreign militaries, and private sector organizations.

3.1 Defining Assessments

All organizations can benefit generally by measuring how well they conduct business and achieve 
goals. If it is assumed that the overall goal of a military LL programme specifically is to achieve 
greater military and organizational effectiveness, then it follows that the process through which 
that is to take place should also be a part of a continuous improvement strategy. Thus, the 
LL programmes themselves should also be assessed to ensure that they are performing in a 
manner that best suits the DND/CAF organizational learning portfolio. These assessments will 
gauge how well LL programmes are performing in their mission to achieve greater military 
effectiveness and institutional health. 

Formal assessments of military operations carry out essentially the same function: they inform 
decision makers by measuring progress toward mission objectives. In these assessments, mission 
objectives and end states have clear, identifiable goals already established before the actual 
assessment process takes place. Measuring progress towards these objectives provides decision 
makers with more information to allow them to make better informed decisions. There are several 
rationales for conducting operations assessments. One astute rationale is given in a recent NATO 
study on operations assessments:

An operations assessment uses a structured method to gather and collate evidence over 
the duration of the operation. The data collected can help people understand the 
operational environment and how military actions contributed to the success or failure of 
a mission. It preserves an institutional memory that can be used to learn from each other’s 
experiences. The knowledge gained is also available for subsequent analyses that provide 
historical insights or test new concepts or capability developments.15

Assessments, in showing what progress is being made toward objectives, are useful if done 
cyclically and in a structured manner. This process is not useful if done in a standalone context, 
nor is it useful if the proper structure and expertise is not employed. Changing system behaviour 
requires a holistic understanding of the operational environment, which operations assessments 
can provide.16 Further, assessing the extent to which a desired effect is being achieved requires a 

15 Andrew Williams et al., “The Rational, Challenges and Opportunities in Operations Assessments,” in 
Innovation in Operations Assessment: Recent Developments in Measuring Results in Conflict 
Environments, eds. Andrew Williams et al., (The Hague: NATO ACT, 2013), 4.
16 Colonel J.F. Cottingham, “Effects-Based Operations: An Evolving Revolution,” in Effects Based 
Approaches to Operations: Canadian Perspectives, ed. Allan English and Howard Coombs (Trenton: 
Department of National Defence, 2008), 48.
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clear understanding of what mission success should look like. Similarly, US doctrine regarding 
operation assessments emphasizes that a continuous, clear discourse and feedback loops are 
necessary for an assessment process to be effective, a point on which will be elaborated in the 
following section.17

Operation assessments are the military’s answer to performance measurement frameworks used in 
a civilian or business organization. The objectives are the same; to measure performance based on 
set objectives and end states. Clear and measurable goals, feedback loops, and the ability to 
change based on measurement data are all conditions of effective performance management in 
business operations on the civilian side.18 While each measurement framework will differ based 
on the programmes being assessed, these fundamental characteristics rarely change. This aligns 
with how operation assessments are defined in a military context. Thus, to use these frameworks 
for a military organization means that, while adaptations will need to made, the end result is the 
same due to the similarities in their base structure. 

To understand the reason for developing an assessment framework for LL, it is important to 
establish why it is necessary in the first place. Continuous improvement is essential for LL to 
remain a useful and effective process. The role of assessments should be linked into the LL 
process, but this is not always the case. The following section elaborates on this concept and 
highlights some of the issues associated with this arrangement.

3.2 Assessing Lessons Learned in the Canadian Defence 
Institution

Ideally, the military LL cycle should be a part of the operations assessment process. Issues and 
best practices become lessons learned upon the completion of the lessons learned process and a 
comparison of the expected and actual results of operations and exercises. However, in practise, 
this happens more at the tactical level and less at the operational or strategic levels.19 Lessons 
learned at the tactical level are inherently easier to achieve than at higher or more complex levels. 
It is easier to establish cause and effect, as tactical level observations are generally self-contained 
and usually link directly to a specific mission or mission essential task. As these have 
pre-determined outcomes, identifying issues or shortfalls becomes much easier as there is a direct 
result with which the actual outcome can be compared. 

This is not necessarily the case, however, at the operational or strategic level. Conducting LL at 
these levels of analysis has proven to be more difficult as the level of complexity rises. 
Strategic-level LL are extremely valuable to a military organization and yet difficulties remain in 
the capacity of DND and the CAF to produce them. This observation is not a new one, nor is it 

17 U.S. Department of Defense, Joint Doctrine Note 1-15 Operations Assessment, (Washington, DC: JFD, 
2015), I–4.
18 Carl Binder, “Measurement, Evaluation, and Research: Feedback for Decision Making,” in Handbook of 
Improving Performance in the Workplace, eds. James L. Mosely and Joan C. Dessigner (San Francisco: 
Pfeiffer, 2010), 3.
19 Grazia Scoppio, “Learning About Organizational Learning in Defence,” in The Defence Learning, 
Education, and Training Handbook, eds. Colonel Bernd Horn and Lieutenant Colonel Jeff Stouffer 
(Kingston: Canadian Defence Academy Press, 2012) 201.
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unique to the organizational learning efforts that take place within DND and the CAF.20 As 
described in the previous section, LL has come a long way in its relatively short time as an 
initiative in DND and the CAF.21 However, there remains a need for programme improvement to 
be more effective in conducting LL and addressing issues with producing strategic-level LL.

To reiterate, the ultimate goal of any operation assessment or performance measurement system is 
to “forecast future success” based on measuring past performance and current objectives.22 An 
assessment that addresses these concerns, and does so in a cyclical manner, is a successful one. 
This should also be done in a way that links assessments at each level of analysis with one 
another.23 These linkages ensure that observations at the tactical level relate to the operational, 
and the operational to the strategic. Otherwise, a compartmentalized assessment system is what 
results, and little to no long term strategic value is likely to be learned and exploited. Calling 
attention to flaws and best practices in order to fix or retain them is absolutely necessary in any 
military or business operation. More importantly, these observations must be viewed holistically 
in order to influence and inform capability development. In many ways, this is very similar to the 
LL process, but it represents, at best, only a part of a formalized assessment cycle that has yet to 
be adopted in the Canadian military. 

In Canadian military doctrine, there is less material on operation assessments than what is 
normally found in the doctrine of other militaries. By and large, assessment in the CAF remains 
limited to defining Measures of Performance (MOPs) and Measures of Effectiveness (MOEs) and 
their role in monitoring the achievement of desired effects, objectives, and end states. There is a 
lack of a uniform approach to assessments in Canadian military doctrine, which perhaps allows 
for an oversimplification of methodologies for performance measurement, as those conducting 
assessment have little upon which to base their assessment frameworks. As a result, each 
assessment or performance measurement framework is slightly different (and thus lacking in 
continuity in training and execution, as well as results) and are often based on past assessment or 
performance measurement systems from other organizations. This is not to say, however, that 
operation assessment programs in other organizations work perfectly. Indeed, there is a breadth of 
literature that discusses operations assessments in the US military and the pitfalls of their 
approach. Doctrine, metric development, training, command buy in, and planning are all areas 
where operations assessments can suffer from limitations. 

For example, there is debate concerning operation assessments and the way in which they are 
developed. Johnathan Schroden called attention to several of the causes of flawed operation
assessments in the US military in early 2011 as their assessment systems in Afghanistan were 
flailing. Many of Schroden’s observations have been addressed by Joint Doctrine Note (JDN) 
1-15 Operation Assessment, yet they remain applicable to militaries without formalized 
assessment programmes like the CAF. Metrics are often used as a scapegoat for a poor 

20 Neil Chuka and Donald A. Neill, “A Research and Analysis Framework for a Strategic Level Lessons 
Learned Process,” DRDC CORA TM 2011-210, (Ottawa: DRDC CORA, 2011).
21 Jon T. Thomas and Douglas L. Schultz, “Learning about Lessons: Growing the Joint Lessons Learned 
Program,” Joint Force Quarterly 79, no. 4 (2015), http://ndupress.ndu.edu/Portals/68/Documents/jfq/jfq-
79/jfq-79_113-120_Thomas-Schultz.pdf.
22 Stephen Downes-Martin, “Operations Assessment in Afghanistan is Broken,” Naval War College Review 
64, no. 4 (2011): 164. https://www.usnwc.edu/getattachment/e8262311-4922-4b8c-b14c-
8714992130ba/Operations-Assessment-in-Afghanistan-Is-Broken--Wh.
23 Ibid, 166.
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assessment programme. Schroden argues that while this can be the case, there are often other 
more systemic issues with assessments that have roots in doctrine, training, and experience.24

These observations are all applicable to the way in which assessments are carried out in the CAF. 
LL and operations assessments should ideally complement each other, yet fail to do so on a 
regular basis. There is separate doctrine for LL and assessments in the CAF, yet neither make 
mention of the other. Further, both in doctrine that describes the LL process and that which 
describes (however briefly) operation assessments, there is little explanation of how assessments 
are supposed to take place.

For practitioners, this is of little use. Doctrine that sets standards for operation or programme 
assessments in the CAF would streamline organizational development and adaptation. With this 
established, tying in the LL cycle with an assessment cycle would further exemplify the 
usefulness of LL, and provide LL practitioners a method through which they can assess their 
programmes. This would also likely mitigate other issues over time concerning training and 
experience. 

To further develop LL in DND and the CAF, taking care to assess specific LL programmes and 
their progress is essential. This is currently done on an ad hoc basis, and without standard 
methods or implementation. Yet, some degree of standardization seems necessary, considering 
that the development of a performance measurement system for LL programmes is part of an 
overall effort to improve how LL is used in DND and the CAF. As lessons learned serve larger 
organizational learning objectives of a healthy, adaptive, and more effective defence institution, a
regular assessment system that calls attention to deficiencies would be not only prudent but of 
great utility. Furthermore, while assessment is only one method in a larger effort to bolster LL 
within DND and the CAF, it allows proactive LL organizations within the Canadian defence 
institution to adapt their programmes to better suit the operational environment. This is the 
hallmark of any good assessment programme. Of course, the ability to conduct or develop 
programme assessments depends on leadership and the extent to which there is demand for 
assessment products. It is not surprising that assessments become more popular when there is a 
need to demonstrate programme or operation effectiveness when it is called into question.
Programme or strategic weakness is also an indicator of when demand for assessments is high.25

This is not to say, however, that the current state of LL within DND and the CAF is weak, or that 
poor performance is the reason for the current desire for a performance measurement system. The 
existence of deficiencies is not the impetus for the development of an internal assessment system. 
Rather, it is an issue of timing: LL is at a critical point in its growth within DND and the CAF. 
Rapid programme and policy development in a short period of time coupled with an increased 
demand for LL products results in a need to ensure that internally, LL organizations in DND and 
the CAF are able to perform their functions as efficiently and effectively as possible. Without this 
reassurance, moving forward with a LL agenda that addresses its long-term priorities poses risk to 

24Johnathan Schroden, “Why Operations Assessments Fail: It’s Not Just the Metrics,” Naval War College 
Review 64, no. 4 (2011): 95. https://www.usnwc.edu/getattachment/6ed0e5cd-621f-44c3-b40d-
913cad7e8c48/Why-Operations-Assessments-Fail--It-s-Not-Just-the.
25 Emily Mushen and Johnathan Schroden, “Are We Winning? A Brief History of Operations Assessment,”
(Arlington: CNA Analysis and Solutions, 2014), 35. 
http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA609967.
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a programme already attempting to improve its ability to produce higher order products with 
analytical rigour.

It is with the above analysis in mind that a methodology for assessing LL programmes within 
DND and the CAF was developed. LL and the overall organizational learning portfolio of 
DND/CAF are at a crucial point in their development. Recent policy shifts, including those which 
call for each L1 organization to have a LL programme of its own, reiterate that if growth of 
LL programmes within the Canadian defence institution is to take place, then there must be 
assurance that pre-existing LL programmes are operating as efficiently and effectively as they are 
able. Developing a performance measurement system is one method to monitor their progress.
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4 The Lessons Learned Performance Measurement 
Framework

As described in earlier sections, the original request for this study called for the development of 
MOEs and MOPs for LL within DND and the CAF. A review of past work on the subject for 
CFWC specifically revealed that there was little to no previous work on this subject. 
Subsequently, the study was amended to broaden the work objectives, which is reflected in the 
scoping paper for this project which was published in September of 2016.26 A review of literature 
on performance measurement strategies from both military and civilian sources revealed that in 
order to develop measures for LL within DND and the CAF, there were several phases of 
development that had to be implemented prior to developing programme indicators.

4.1 Background

The most efficient way to develop measures for a programme evaluation or assessment is to do so 
through developing a performance measurement framework, and subsequently applying that 
framework to the programme in question. Developing this framework for JLL as well as other LL 
organizations made this observation more clear, as there were a number of missing factors needed 
in order to develop performance measures. Performance measurement frameworks have to take 
into consideration that the process for creating measures will be different depending on the 
institutional structure of the LL programme and its state of development. The consideration of the 
other LL organizations who had indicated their interest in an assessments framework highlighted 
this observation. Thus, the approach that was taken resulted in adapting assessment programs and 
performance measurement systems from other militaries and other government departments to 
account for this observation.

The key difficulty with directly using the performance measurement frameworks from other 
government departments is the varying levels of development of each LL organization. These 
frameworks assume a pre-established and clearly defined programme with identifiable tasks and 
outcomes. A separate performance measurement framework for LL was necessary to account for 
this difference. The pre-existing conditions that these frameworks assume do not necessarily exist 
for every LL organization that will employ this model. The overarching organizational learning 
goals identified in the previous sections apply, but only as guiding principles. This observation
also applies to outside (private sector) performance measurement frameworks, as they are slightly 
more straightforward in their application given that these organizations usually have clear costs, 
deliverables, and functions. As the later application of the performance measurement framework 
to JLL will demonstrate, ensuring that the proper programme conditions exist prior to measuring 
progress is requires a significant amount of time and effort.

The performance measurement framework developed through adapting other strategies to best 
suit LL in DND/CAF is presented as a process that can be encapsulated in six steps:

1. Define program end state and strategic objectives

26 See Emily Robinson, “Lessons Learned Institutional Performance Measurement Study,”
DRDC-RDDC-2016-L307 (Ottawa: DRDC CORA, 2016).



16 DRDC-RDDC-2017-R105

2. Identify programme outputs and resources

3. Develop programme indicators

4. Develop collection plan and execute

5. Organize and analyse data

6. Take corrective action and identify feedback mechanisms

These steps are not necessarily unique to this framework as they represent tested mechanisms for 
conducting programme evaluations. Literature on performance measurement will consistently 
include all of the above elements. It is up to the programme in question to apply them in a way 
that best fits their organization. The following section will elaborate on each of the steps involved 
in the LLPMF in order to provide clarification for those seeking to apply this framework to their 
own LL organization within DND/CAF.

4.2 Six Step Process

The six steps of the LLPMF represent groupings of tasks that should be completed in the proper 
order for optimal results. While all of the steps are important and should take place, it is the first 
two steps that represent a crucial phase of any performance measurement strategy. These steps 
emphasize that common approaches to performance measurement must focus on first going back 
to programme basics by linking desired end states with outputs, objectives, resources, and 
ultimate outcomes. These aspects of a programme are usually then placed into a logic model 
format. It is by clearly articulating these aspects of a programme that indicators are able to be 
developed. This section elaborates on the specificities of these tasks. Figure 2 below presents a 
simplified depiction of the six step process. A more detailed flowchart of the entire framework 
can be found following Step Six.

 Define programme 
end state and 

objectives

Identify programme 
outputs and 

resources

Develop 
programme 
indicators

Develop and 
execute collection 

plan

Corrective action 
and feedback

Organize and 
analyse data

Figure 2: The Six Step Process.

4.2.1 Step One: Define Programme End State and Strategic Objectives

The goal of the first step in the performance measurement process is to clearly identify 
programme end states and strategic objectives. This is arguably one of the most important steps in 
the assessment process, as the definitive goal for conducting a programme assessment is to 
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measure progress toward achieving the desired end state and programme objectives. Thus, these 
have to be made very clear in the beginning of any measurement effort. Without a compelling 
connection between an assessment and the desired end state of a programme and its objectives, 
the assessment will not be able to inform decision makers with meaningful data.27 For lessons 
learned specifically, there are overarching programme goals that align with the DND/CAF
organizational learning strategy that must be adhered to. Accordingly, the strategic aims for the 
recently released Defence Lessons Learned Programme expressed in Strategic Guidance for 
Lessons Learned are listed as follows:

1. Verify that the DND/CAF is committed to Organizational Learning;

2. Acquire, preserve and share knowledge as appropriate;

3. Improve the quality of policies, programmes and services provided; and

4. Foster a work environment that promotes teamwork, learning and innovation.28

The above aims are meant to lead to an active culture of learning, enhanced performance, and 
improved capabilities in order to be a more effective military organization. In conjunction with 
the previously described organizational learning aims of learning and innovation, enhancing 
collaboration, knowledge management, and learning from our own experiences develops the basis 
for an overall end state. 

Internal goals will thus be unique to each LL organization, but are still tied to departmental level 
end states. Andrew Billyard elaborates on this observation, noting that this became apparent in 
the wake of the 2010 DND/ CF Strategic Review: “…although desired outcomes may be set 
internal to the unit, they should be addressing requirements from outside the unit…the importance 
is that the objective is validated outside the unit.”29 Ergo, while each LL organization within 
DND/CAF will have unique desired end states, these will still link with overarching departmental 
goals. These strategic level organizational learning goals apply to the entire DND/CAF LL
programme and care should be taken to ensure that these align with one another. While desired 
end states may be known in practice, it is important that they are clearly articulated so as to avoid 
misperceptions. From the desired end state (s) come strategic objectives which highlight key 
objectives needed in order to achieve programme effects.

By articulating a programmes’ desired end state and strategic objectives, the process for creating 
key performance questions (KPQ) is streamlined. KPQs are defined as “…a management 
question that captures exactly what managers need to know when it comes to each of their 
strategic objectives.”30 KPQs thus focus attention on the aspects of a programme that need to be 
highlighted when developing indicators. The answers to KPQs should determine what needs to be 
focused on in order to measure progress toward programme goals. Each KPQ should be linked to 

27 Downes-Martin, “Operations Assessment in Afghanistan is Broken,” 115. 
28 Department of National Defence, “Strategic Guidance on Lessons Learned,” (Ottawa: DND, 2017), 3/8.
29 Andrew P. Billyard “Organizational Performance Measures,” DRDC-RDDC-2015-L272, (Ottawa: 
DRDC CORA, 2015), 2. 
30 Bernard Marr, “What are Key Performance Questions? Management Case Study,” The Advanced 
Performance Institute, 3. http://www.ap-
institute.com/media/3973/what_are_key_performance_questions.pdf
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a strategic objective, and be connected to actual performance. As Marr elaborates, KPQs should 
be open, linked to strategy, adaptable, focus on the present and future, clear, and be developed 
with a team. 31 The emphasis on KPQs and how they relate to developing performance 
measurement systems is also elaborated on in a document generated by Director General Military 
Personnel Research and Analysis (DGMPRA) for the Military Personnel System’s performance 
measurement development process.32 The authors take an alternate approach to developing a 
performance measurement framework than the one being presented in this study given that the 
framework is for one specific system, but emphasize that the development of KPQs is essential to 
any performance measurement framework. They expand on Marr’s work and stress that 
developing KPQs early in the process ensures that performance indicators that are developed as a 
result relate back to strategic objectives. Eventually, KPQs will ease the development of relevant 
measures that indicate performance if they are developed correctly.

4.2.2 Step Two: Identify Programme Inputs and Outputs

The second step in this process is a continuation of the first. The goal is to further break down 
organizational activities and programme outcomes in order to articulate what results are required 
in order to arrive at the desired end state. These are referred to as critical success factors (CSF). 
CSFs further inform decision makers on what aspects of a programme are most important to 
success and assist in identifying outputs. CSFs significantly impact progress toward strategic 
objectives, and are developed through examining KPQs and determining what exactly needs to 
take place to meet objectives. These are subsequently categorized as programme outputs. 
Programme outputs are tangible products required in order to achieve desired effects.

Those outputs are what lead to the development of key performance indicators (KPIs) which are 
the basis of a performance measurement system (MOPs and MOEs). As stated, outputs should in 
some way relate back to a tangible result that can be measured. These can be organized into 
activities or lines of development in order to show how each output connects back to strategic 
objectives and end states. Depending on the LL organization, it may be helpful to categorize the 
above into specific tasks. If this is done, then, when developing indicators, the starting point for 
some may be a task; a measure of performance rather than achievement of end goals. This will 
affect how the indicator is developed, an elaboration that will take place in the following section.

All of the information in steps one and two should be placed into a logic model. Logic models are 
useful for a variety of reasons, but the most important of which is that they plainly display how a 
programmes’ activities and objectives align. They are defined as “a description or map of how the 
major components of an evaluation are aligned; that is, the connection between how the program 
is designed and its intended results.”33 As an organizing or planning tool, logic models are useful 
as they force a programme to look inward, and set the conditions for a measurement system to be 

31 Ibid, 10. 
32 See Max Hlywam Krystal K. Hachey, and David Scholtz, “Military Personnel System Performance 
Measurement Framework,” DRDC-RDDC-2015-L281, (Ottawa: DGMPRA, 2015), 3. Specifically, the 
authors developed a performance measurement framework designed for one system and thus were able to 
respond directly to the programme at hand.
33 Dale C. Brandenburg, “Understanding Context: Evaluation and Measurement in Not-For-Profit Sectors,”
in Handbook of Improving Performance in the Workplace: Measurement and Evaluation, eds. 
James L. Moseley and Joan C. Dessinger, (San Francisco: Pfeiffer, 2010), 281. 
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formulated. Ideally, the logic model should display every aspect of the programme that is 
important to its overall success; there should be nothing critical left out of the model. Visualizing 
a programme in this way prior to developing measures allows for a clear and concise starting 
point for practitioners aiming to measure progress.

There are a variety of templates and methods for creating logic models. The template presented in 
Figure 3 is one that aligns best with LL.34 This logic model template is based on standardized 
guidelines for developing performance measurement frameworks. The template suggested here is 
by no means the sole model that would fit this form of measurement and, in fact, is deliberately 
simplified in order to allow for changes. Rather, it serves as a base model that can be adapted to 
best fit the programme in question. This framework is preferable as a starting point as it shows a 
clear progression of programme activity. Each process is linked, and when complete the logic 
model will reflect those linkages and demonstrate how each process contributes to achieving 
desired end states.

Steps one and two can be characterized as the programme verification and development phases. 
Conducting these steps prior to developing measures for a programme is paramount, as not doing 
so will likely lead to a measurement system that does not accurately capture the state of the
programme. Developing a measurement system will be expedited by ensuring that programme 
design and desired effects are clearly articulated. Visualizing all of this programme information in 
a logic model creates a planning tool for a measurement system and allows for better 
organization. 

Steps one and two need not take place if the LL programme developing a measurement system 
has already articulated the required information in a business plan, road map, or similar 
document. It is likely that for most LL programmes in DND/CAF developing a formal 
measurement system for the first time, most if not all of steps one and two will need to be 
actioned. However, future programme assessments will simply require updates to that information 
and will not take a significant amount of time. This process is continuous and requires constant 
feedback in order to be successful, and thus programme adjustments will be accounted for with 
each cycle.

34 Ibid, 281–282. The template in Figure Three was developed using standard guidelines highlighted by 
Brandenburg. 
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Figure 3: Logic Model Template.

4.2.3 Step Three: Develop Programme Indicators

The development of KPIs, or MOEs and MOPs, is fundamental to a performance measurement 
system. Regardless of their type, indicators “…help the organization measure progress toward its 
organizational goals and objectives, and identify areas for organizational performance and 
improvement.”35 They will differ depending on the organization, and in order to be useful they 
must be able to be measured.36 For the purposes of this framework, it is suggested that indicators
be developed out of the elements of the programme defined in steps one and two. This ensures 
that the right indicators are being used. Not doing so leads to a risk of having an excessive 
amount of indicators, which will likely lead to a large data set from which useful information is 
difficult to extract. The goal is to identify key indicators that will reflect the important aspects of 
the LL programme without having to measure every activity and task. Clearly articulating the 
LL programme as outlined in steps one and two ensures that the indicator development process is 
streamlined, and also safeguards against the possibility of developing indicators that are not 
useful for measuring progress toward programme goals. 

It is also important to note that depending on the LL programme being measured, the terms will 
likely differ. For LL programmes in the CAF, it is likely that MOEs and MOPs will be the terms 
used, while DND civilian departments will likely use the blanket term ‘indicator.’ For 
clarification, MOEs and MOPS are both indicators despite measuring different aspects of a 

35 Darlene M. Van Tiem, James L. Mosely, and Joan C. Dessinger, Fundamentals of Performance 
Improvement, (Hoboken: Pfeiffer, 2012), 347.
36 Ibid.
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programme or operation.37 MOEs focus specifically on the attainment of end state conditions. 
They will change across missions or initiatives, should be distinct, effects based, and focus on 
progress toward end goals. It is an indicator of a particular system at a particular point in time, 
and more than one MOE will be used to measure that system in most cases. Further, MOEs must 
be monitored continuously, in order to provide a complete picture of progress in that system over 
time. 

MOPs instead measure a particular aspect of that system. They are meant to measure task 
completion, are typically objective in nature, and may be applicable across initiatives or 
operations, and focus on efficiency. MOPs are measures of inputs, and compare expected and 
actual results. However, as they are both indicators, this is the term that is employed most often. 

Table 1: Performance Indicators Versus Effectiveness Indicators.

Performance Indicator

(MOP)

Effectiveness Indicator

(MOE)

Task based 
Measures completion or 
accomplishment
Asks, “Are we doing things correctly”
Typically quantitative

Effects based
Measures progress toward end states 
and objectives
Asks, “Are we doing the right things”
Can be quantitative or qualitative

What is being measured will have an influence on how the indicator is developed. For an 
indicator meant to measure simple task completion, the indicator development will start at that 
specific task.38 If the LL organization has itemized or mission essential tasks, then these are likely 
what will be employed. Conversely, if an indicator is measuring progress toward a programme 
goal or end state, then the KPQ and CSFs are the likely starting point. It is clear here that the 
former is an MOP and the latter is an MOE. However, what they are labelled has less importance 
than ensuring that they are developed and analysed correctly. Each serves an important purpose in 
the assessment process and attention should be paid to how an indicator is developed. Using the 
blanket term ‘indicator’ is useful as a descriptor, but the nuances between indicator types should 
not be overlooked.

The process used to develop indicators presented here uses the information collected in steps one 
and two. The answers to KPQs are essentially “unrefined” indicators in that they directly 
influence what particular measures are needed.39 These are then applied against programme 
standards or goals. Depending on the maturity of the programme, these standards and goals may 
also need to be developed alongside the indicators. Similarly, when measuring task completion, 
the standards associated with that task provide the basis for what measures are needed. The 

37 Joint Doctrine Note 1-15 Operations Assessment, A 6–7.
38 See Herbert H. Bell, Dee H. Andrews, and Wallace H Wulfick II, “Behavioural Task Analysis,” in 
Handbook of Improving Performance in the Workplace: Instructional Design and Training Delivery, eds. 
Kenneth H. Silber and Wellesley R. Foshay, (San Francisco,: Pfeiffer, 2010), 194. The authors here note 
that within a military context where specific tasks are common, the process used to evaluate them are 
related to the basic concepts used in any performance measurement process of a system.
39 Joint Doctrine Note 1-15 Operations Assessment, A6. 
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indicator development process is the backbone of any performance measurement system, but can 
only be done properly with supporting programme information.

These indicators will be applied against targets. Quantitative measures are inherently easier to 
measure, but it is important to also consider how qualitative measures are vital to measuring a 
programme. For example, a measurement of engagement might take into consideration the 
number of attendees in a monthly meeting or teleconference versus expected or goal participation 
levels. This is a standard MOP, which might be used to inform other indicators, or MOEs. 
Quantitative measures are generally straightforward to collect, similar to the example provided 
above. They still require deliberation, especially if those standards or baselines need to be
developed concurrently. On the other hand, qualitative measures might require a survey or an 
interview in order to obtain a measure. This must be taken into consideration while developing 
measures as they will affect the collection plan in later steps.

4.2.4 Step Four: Develop and Execute Collection Plan 

The data required for performance measurement should have been identified in the previous 
steps. What remains is to determine a plan for the actual collection, analysis, and feedback to take 
place. To develop the collection plan, an examination of the indicators and the type of data they 
require is necessary. A large majority of the data required will more than likely reside within the 
unit or organization itself, thus outside efforts are not necessary. However, some information will 
reside outside of the unit or organization and thus plans for how that particular data will be 
collected are required. Attention must also be paid to the type of data itself. Quantitative or 
objective data are straightforward to collect, whereas qualitative or subjective data require more 
effort. For the latter, forms, interviews, surveys, and observations are likely to be involved and 
thus the collection effort will be more complicated and should be planned ahead of time. How the 
data will be organized should also be decided when developing the collection plan. 

The eight steps of a collection plan outlined in CFJP A2 offer guidelines as to how the collection 
process might take place.40 Key aspects of the collection plan must include identifying key points 
of contact, developing questionnaires, surveys, and interview questions as required, and data 
management. Effective data management is particularly important, as future assessments will 
benefit from an easily accessible past data; without this, assessments become much more difficult 
to conduct cyclically.41 If past data is difficult to access, or is not organized properly, then the 
ability to collect required data becomes compromised. This would slow down the entire 
assessment process, especially if past data becomes unavailable. As stated in previous sections, 
the value of an assessment process is that it takes place in a cyclical nature in order to provide 
regular feedback and provide information on long-term trends. Without the ability to access past 
data this ability is severely limited.

Once the collection plan has been established, the collection effort should be carried out. Ideally, 
once the collection plan is established through developing the entire performance measurement 
framework, it will remain relatively static. With each iteration of the assessment process, the 

40 Canadian Forces Joint Publication A2, 3–2.
41 Katherine M. Banko et el., “Processes for Assessing Outcomes of Multinational Missions,”
(NATO-STO: 2013), 3–12. http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA592246.
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collection plan should only have to be modified to reflect changes in the indicators being 
collected on.

4.2.5 Step Five: Organize and Analyse Data

The fifth step requires the data to be organized so that it can be analysed properly to inform the 
assessment outcomes. The data collected should be organized according to which indicator it 
informs, and how that data will be weighted. Organizing indicators by effects and tasks 
(i.e., MOEs and MOPs) is helpful, as it separates functions of the programme. This aids in 
creating a tasks-based assessment as well as an effects-based assessment. The data should also be 
examined to ensure that it provides adequate information, is complete, and that no errors took 
place in its collection.42 Once this is done, the analysis phase can take place. How the data should 
be organized will depend on the LL programme being evaluated, the nature of the indicators, and 
the chosen method of evaluation. 

Analysing the data should compare results with the baselines and targets established in steps one 
to three. Measuring progress toward these goals requires that those baselines and targets be 
adhered to and only modified after the assessment is complete, if necessary. Once examined, the 
information provided in this step will be used to inform decision makers on the overall progress 
of the LL programme toward the strategic objectives and goals articulated in previous steps. 
While this step is crucial to the entire framework, most of the information needed to conduct the 
data analysis will have taken place in earlier steps. That is, key analytical questions should have 
already been asked earlier in the process (KPQs) and the data being assessed helps to provide 
informed answers to those questions. Once completed, the assessment should be compiled and 
visualized in order to prepare for presentation and dissemination. How this is done depends on the 
LL programme in question, and whether or not the assessment is being used internally, externally, 
or both.

4.2.6 Step Six: Take Action and Identify Feedback Mechanisms

The final step of the process involves taking or recommending action and identifying feedback 
mechanisms. The results gathered will have been analysed in the previous step. This step focuses 
on how to enact change based on those results, and how feedback loops should connect to each 
iteration of the programme measurement process. As this measurement process is designed to 
measure a specific programme, most necessary changes will be internal. However, in those 
circumstances where outside factors need to be addressed, change authorities and the appropriate 
stakeholders will need to be identified. Changes or recommended changes to resource allocation, 
policy, strategic guidance, command and control, strategic objectives, end states, and other areas 
of responsibility will require that the following measurement process be updated to reflect those 
changes.43

42 U.S. Department of Defense, Joint Doctrine Note 1-15 Operations Assessment, II–2.
43 Ibid, II–9. US Joint doctrine on assessments notes that periodic and event based assessments will likely 
have different results. While this is not disputed here, what is referenced relates mainly to periodic 
assessments. With the exception of potential event-based assessments revolving around an exercise such as 
the JOINTEX series or RIMPAC, the large majority of programme evaluations will focus solely on the 
internal workings of the LL programme itself rather than its specific activates. Therefore, due to the nature 
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As programme evaluations should be a continuous process, mechanisms through which the 
measurement process is updated across iterations are necessary. As new information becomes 
available before, during, or after the actual measurement process, the measurement plan should 
reflect that new information. This requires feedback loops to be identified in order to have a 
responsive and flexible plan in future assessments.44 Feedback will inform results as well as help 
to refine KPQs, end states, outputs, and strategic objectives in future iterations. How the 
evaluation and feedback is reported will depend on the LL programme. The entire process 
described above is depicted in Figure 4.

4.3 Discussion 

There are several points to consider when developing performance measurement frameworks in 
order to avoid common missteps. It is essential that proper attention is paid to ensuring that the 
programme itself is properly defined. As steps one and two indicate, having a clearly defined 
programme with identifiable objectives and end states is absolutely key to a successful 
assessment. Without first ensuring that this is the case, the indicators that are developed will 
likely be of little use if they do not accurately capture the entire programme. This point is worth 
revisiting with each programme assessment that takes place; this is why feedback loops are also 
emphasized in the steps presented above. This ensures that with each assessment that takes place, 
the right indicators are being utilized in order to accurately capture the programme.

Without a proper performance measurement framework, the programme assessment itself is 
likely to fail, or be of little use. Before an actual assessment is conducted by practitioners, it is 
imperative that the framework is determined ahead of time by the appropriate individuals. 
Engagement from key leaders is essential, as their input and endorsement are key enablers for the 
assessment process. Their participation is particularly critical during the examination of 
programme objectives and end states to avoid misinterpretation of programme fundamentals.

Further, the process must be done correctly, and in an efficient manner. Therefore, those 
conducting the programme assessments should be properly trained to do so. If this competency is 
not evident and validated, there are risks involving not only potential deficiencies in efficiency 
and value, but also the danger of future disinterest in the assessment process.45 Practitioners 
should thus be provided with all of the information and resources that are required in order to 
execute a proper programme evaluation. This includes, but is not limited to, a proper roadmap of 
the programme being evaluated.

of the framework presented here, new measures would need to be developed regardless for an event- based 
assessment. This would require applying the same measurement and development process, but for each 
event individually in order to accommodate differences. 
44 Kathryn E. Newcomer, Harry P Hatry, and Joseph S. Wholey, “Planning and Designing Useful 
Evaluations,” in Handbook of Practical Program Evaluation, Eds. Joseph S. Wholey, Harry P. Hatry, and 
Kathryn E. Newcomer, (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2010), 17–18.
45 Schroden, “Why Operations Assessments Fail,” 97. Schroden elaborates on this point and emphasizes 
how this can seriously affect a programme’s ability to conduct assessments. He notes that when the wrong 
individuals are placed in an assessment role, not only does the assessment suffer, but their other capabilities 
are sacrificed to the detriment of the programme. 
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Figure 4: Detailed Lessons Learned Assessment Process.

The importance placed on conducting programme assessments periodically rather than based 
solely on events mitigates concerns regarding organizational efficiency. Moreover, personnel 
conducting the assessments will have the benefit of a routine that will mitigate potential concerns 
about turnover and training. Event based assessments are useful for large scale operations and 
exercises in which measuring the performance and effectiveness of LL activities is necessary or 
desired. Regular programme assessments, however, provide constant feedback on LL activities 
which enables best practises to be emphasized and programme weakness to be addressed in a 
routine manner. While some exercises are routine such as JOINTEX or RIMPAC, others are not. 
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This is not to say that assessments of LL programme performance during these exercises and 
operations should not take place. They should take place if the necessity is there and they might 
inform future assessments, but occur as a complement to future assessments. The framework
presented in the previous sections accounts for these observations and allows for discrepancies 
between LL programmes and activities to be as flexible as possible.

Deficiencies noted after completing the analysis should not be overlooked in future assessments, 
and should be accounted for in allowing for adjustment to the programme. Any adjustments made 
to the LL programme must be reflected in each subsequent assessment process to avoid missing 
important data. This is fundamental; assessments are a continual process and should not take 
place exclusive to other programme activities. They should be updated and considered routinely 
in programme activities in order to determine the impact of programme activities to overall 
performance and effectiveness.

4.4 Challenges

The ability to provide decision makers with data concerning their programmes is an asset to that 
programme, and to those receiving or requesting the data. However, care should be taken to avoid 
the implication that a completed assessment represents every aspect of the programme without 
doubt as to its validity. As other performance measurement framework systems note, there will be 
occasions where data is not available, or that indicators need to be refined.46 As has been 
emphasized in the above sections, programme assessments are a continual process; they require 
constant feedback and updates in order to be as accurate as possible. Assessments are meant to 
educate decision makers about the health of their programmes, which enables them to make more 
informed decisions. However, it should be made clear that assessments are meant to guide and 
inform decisions, and not dictate them. Otherwise, there is a risk of expectations not being met 
and subsequent loss of interest.47

Another related challenge is that the end product will not always contain all of the answers that 
decision makers are looking for. A good programme assessment will indicate where the 
programme is doing exceptionally well, where it is performing to standard, and where it is not 
performing well. However, without proper analysis before, during, and after the assessment, the 
root cause of issues may not be obvious in every case. Assessments are useful in alerting decision 
makers about a problem, but they do not necessarily provide, nor should they be expected to 
provide, the solution to that problem. Thus, the above point is stressed again; programme 
assessments are management tools meant to better inform decision makers. They should not be 
used or advertised as problem solving tools. 

Further to this point is the notion that an assessment process may not always be appropriate. As 
this study has highlighted several times, an ideal LL programme is a command-driven process 
that provides feedback loops for lessons learned in operations and exercises. If executed correctly 
through each step of the assessment process, areas that need improvement will be highlighted and 
thus allow practitioners an opportunity to address issues. However, an assumption is made here in 

46 Canadian Transportation Agency, “Performance Measurement Framework,” Canadian Transportation 
Agency (Ottawa: CTA, 2014), 5. 
47 Schroden, “Why Operational Assessments Fail,” 95.
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that it is assumed that the LL cycle is valued and desired. Significant challenges can arise if this is 
not the case. 

There is also a risk of assessments being rushed in order to obtain results. Without proper 
attention in the early stages of developing a performance measurement framework, the wrong 
indicators will likely be chosen. At the outset of a new LL project, therefore, a significant amount 
of analysis should be apportioned to defining the LL programme and what exactly is meant to be 
assessed. Further, as the previous section notes, it is important to consider who executes and plans 
assessments as this will have an impact on its success. Failure to assign individuals with correct 
training and expertise will likely result in a flawed assessment. 

The above challenges represent the most significant potential barriers to the success of 
establishing a performance measurement system. However, the benefits of conducting proper 
programme assessments outweigh the risks. The above concerns can be mitigated if the role of a 
programme measurement system is clearly scoped and defined during its inception. 
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5 Conclusion

In an effort to address the stated requirement for lessons learned programme assessment, this 
study presents a methodology through which lessons learned organizations can develop 
performance measurement frameworks. The ability to conduct programme assessments offers the 
opportunity to routinely update and inform key leaders on progress and foster continual learning. 

This study began with two framing questions designed to approach the issue in a logical manner. 
The first framing question was designed to establish a basis for what an ideal lessons learned 
programme should accomplish. To develop a system of assessment, there must be clear and 
identifiable goals that an organization is aiming to achieve. Clearly stating what these overarching 
organizational learning goals are from a pan-DND/CAF perspective removes this step for each 
lessons learned organization. The second framing question evolved from the first, as it looked at 
how variations in programmes should be reconciled when looking at programme goals and 
structure. This question was designed to confront the differences in programme structure and 
functions in order to develop a framework for measurement that is applicable to all lessons 
learned organizations in DND and the CAF. 

Through framing the study in this way, it was concluded that developing standardized measures 
for lessons learned in DND and the CAF would not be effective in providing useful programme 
assessments. Developing standardized metrics for lessons learned organizations within DND and 
the CAF is problematic due to the diverse nature of each programme. While there is already in 
place a standardized lessons learned process and overall organizational learning objectives, the 
way in which each lessons learned organization is structured varies, as do their stages of 
development. Thus, a standardized approach to developing performance measurement systems for 
lessons learned organizations was developed with the above considerations. 

To develop the performance measurement framework, a review of national as well as 
international products on performance measurement was conducted in order to determine what 
should be included in a lessons learned specific framework. While several performance 
measurement strategies exist within DND and the CAF, they are often programme specific which 
results in adaptations and inconsistency in their application. Due to the deficiencies in doctrine 
and policy regarding assessments, developing a standardized measurement approach for lessons 
learned organizations was the best option.

The adaptability of the proposed framework is, therefore, deliberate and, by recognizing the 
autonomy of various components of the institution, should promote a degree of commonality in 
LL approaches. By taking into account overarching DND/CAF organizational learning objectives, 
the proposed framework provides a method through which lessons learned programmes can 
develop indicators best suited for their specific activities.

To avoid the challenges presented in this study regarding the development of assessment 
programmes, it is important to understand what the ideal state of a system is, especially when the 
goal is to measure that system. This is why it is of paramount importance to define what success 
looks like for LL in DND and the CAF, the steps required to get there, and why they have 
developed in this way. Failure to do so will make measuring the success of LL programmes 
exceedingly difficult. 
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Additionally, as the LL in DND and the CAF continues to develop, so too should frameworks 
meant to measure its effectiveness. Future work on this subject should take this into account, and 
note that just as the assessment process itself, the framework should too be subject to updates as 
priorities and policies shift across time. This is especially important for JLL activities, as most LL 
policies are developed here and disseminated to the other L1 LL organizations. 

5.1 Recommendations

The below points are recommendations to be considered by LL organizations whilst developing 
an assessment system. Considerations for future work and developing LL organizations are also 
included.

It is recommended that LL organizations in DND and the CAF ensure that their programme 
is clearly articulated, reviewed, and updated each year. This should be done in a consistent 
documented format. This ideally lends weight to programme objectives and tasks, and 
validates the programme itself. This recommendation is essential, because as desired end 
states, resources, inputs, and outputs change, so too will measurements. This is especially 
important for new LL programmes. 

The development of programme indicators should involve subject matter experts as well as 
leadership, and should be established and vetted as a team. This lowers the risks associated 
with developing indicators highlighted in previous sections; namely, that too many measures 
are created as a result of a poor understanding of the LL programme at hand. A poor 
understanding leads to an inability to distinguish important indicators of success from 
superfluous measures.

Prior to applying this framework, a thorough assessment of LL from the perspective of that 
organization is prudent. While this study offers an examination of the factors relevant to all 
LL organizations in DND and the CAF, there will be factors that apply more, or less, to each 
individual organization. 

Doctrine concerning measurement or operations assessments should be connected to LL 
doctrine at the nearest opportunity in order to highlight the important linkages between the 
two. 

Further, future work on this subject in LL could focus entirely on how the LL process itself 
is carried out in operations and exercises in order to inform other operations assessments. 
This study has focused on establishing a system to measure LL programmes, not the LL 
process itself, or the value of those lessons. There is thus an opportunity for future work 
focused solely on how well those lessons are learned as an institution. This relates to the 
previous recommendation, in that operations assessments and LL are intrinsically linked, yet 
rarely intersect in practice. 

These recommendations are not holistic; they do, however, represent some of the key actions that 
should be considered when developing a performance measurement system. Further, many of the 
actions needed to develop an effective assessments system are also required while a programme is 
in its early stages of development. Establishing an assessment system early aids in this 
development.
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