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CONFIDENTIAL  FORMAT  ·  SAMPLE  DIAGNOSTIC

TEAM IQ Diagnostic
An illustrative report showing how a diagnostic turns team evidence into a focused improvement
plan. All identifying detail has been removed.
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What this report is

This is a redacted sample of the evidence-led output provided after a TEAM IQ diagnostic session. It
combines participant input, working artefacts and observed operating patterns; it is not an appraisal of
any named individual. The client in this example is deliberately identified only as Client A.

What we measured

TARGET

A shared, measurable and traceable outcome with meaningful
value.

EXPRESSION

Safe, clear, balanced communication and evidence-led
challenge.

ACCOUNTABILITY

Visible ownership, outcome contracts and measurable handoffs.

MINDSET

Learning, experimentation and shared ownership under
uncertainty.

INSIGHT

Decision routing, connected measures and transparent
information.

QUALITY

End-to-end value, customer evidence and prevention over
rework.

Method note: scores are directional indicators used to prioritise a conversation and a practical next cycle, not labels for people or
teams.
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Pillar profile

EVIDENCE  SUMMARY  ·  CL IENT  A  SAMPLE

Pillar profile
The overall score is useful only because it points to the operating conditions behind it.

PILLAR
SCORE  /
100

WHAT  IT  MEANS  IN  THIS  SAMPLE

TARGET 61 Most teams could name a priority, but success measures were not consistently
visible at work level.

EXPRESSION 47 Important challenge and uncertainty were unevenly surfaced, recorded and resolved.

ACCOUNTABILITY 64 Day-to-day ownership was generally clear; outcome evidence at handoffs varied.

MINDSET 55 Teams wanted to learn, but experiments were not consistently framed before work
began.

INSIGHT 52 Information travelled, but decisions and their evidence were difficult to trace later.

QUALITY 68 Quality practice was the strongest area, though customer outcome measures were
uneven.

Where the loss is concentrated

WEAKEST  ·  EXPRESSION  47

Challenge arrived late or privately
Across the anonymous evidence set, three of six
teams had no agreed Clarity Code for where a
material concern, decision or action should be
recorded. In review conversations, quieter
contributors reported waiting for a separate
conversation before raising a risk.

Pattern: evidence was often available, but did not reach the
decision point in time.

SECOND  WEAKEST  ·  INSIGHT  52

Decision ownership was hard to follow
For sampled cross-team decisions, the observed
elapsed time from issue raised to recorded decision
averaged nine days. Decision context, owner and
review date were frequently split across meeting
notes and chat.

Pattern: teams could discuss an issue, but could not reliably
route, record and revisit the decision.

Interpretation: this sample does not show a capability deficit in individuals. It shows a system problem:
information, challenge and decisions need a shared route so the teams can use their existing expertise
sooner.
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90-day plan

NEXT  CYCLE  ·  SAMPLE  RECOMMENDATION

Prioritised 90-day plan
Build visible habits in the two weakest pillars, then verify whether daily work is changing.

WHEN FOCUS SPECIFIC  TEAM  IQ  TOOLS  APPLIED PRACTICAL  OUTPUT

Days 1–
30

Make priority and
challenge visible

T.A.R.G.E.T Value Index (TVI); Clarity Code
Pulse; C.L.E.A.R.L.Y Evidence Standard (CES)

One TVI card per team; agreed channels
and a two-week sample of material
claims.

Days

31–60

Route decisions
and ownership

D.I.R.E.C.T Value Routing (DVR); D.R.E.A.M
Outcome Contracts (DOC); Quantified
D.R.E.A.M Boundaries (QDB)

Shared decision log; named outcome
owners; measurable handoff conditions
for priority work.

Days

61–90

Learn, adapt and
embed

Risk-First Learning Loops (RLL); Expression of
Value Delta (EVD); D.I.R.E.C.T Decision Audits
(DDA)

Evidence-led experiments, value
updates and a review of decision quality
and speed.

How we will prove it worked

Risk of doing nothing

When a team has no common route for targets, challenge and decisions, the cost is usually hidden before
it is financial: late escalation, repeated discussion, avoidable rework and growing reliance on a few people
to translate the system. Client A’s sample pattern is unlikely to correct itself without a shared practice.

Re-run the six-pillar diagnostic at day 90 and compare pillar movement, not only the overall score.
Measure the share of members who can accurately explain each priority TVI without looking at it.
Sample material claims against CES and track the percentage with evidence, an assumption or a defined
test.

Measure issue-raised-to-recorded-decision time and audit whether owner, evidence and review date are
present.

Track first-time QDB handoffs and the quality, timing or ownership cause where a handoff fails.
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