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Introduction

BLUF: Individual baselines helped distinguish workload conditions and identify nearly all periods of elevated performance risk. Because the system

Operational workload can affect thinking and physical performance in also produced false alerts, it should be used to support reassessment and workload decisions rather than replace leader judgment.

different ways. Slower responses or missed signals may appear before a
large decline is visible in average performance.
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e Individual baselines can support early reassessment and workload The model trained on 11 participants and Sensitivity, specificity, precision, and F1 0.5
decisions. the.n.predicted the participant left out of were reported together to show detections 05 1 1t )
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—Sensitivity =—Specificity F1 score
e Use the alert to trigger reassessment or workload adjustment—not to
replace leader judgment; validation in new operational settings is still
required.

Sensitivity remained 91.9%-100.0%. F1 decreased from 0.898 to 0.640 as high-risk events became rarer,

Knowing the workload condition is not the same as knowing whether performance is at risk.
8 8 P showing how threshold choice changes the false-alert burden.



