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T H E  D E C I S I O N

The operating model before the platform
A digital platform is valuable when it changes a decision, a
service or an operating constraint that an organisation can own.
This study develops that proposition through capability design,
data semantics, service accountability, adoption, cybersecurity,
migration, procurement and lifecycle funding. Its
Transformation map companion uses declared dependency
closure and a deterministic greedy heuristic under cost and
effort envelopes. Twelve expressly illustrative frozen cases
expose its usefulness and its limits, including a feasible
counterexample to greedy selection. Original industrial
operating records translate the analysis into investment,
ownership, cutover, benefits and exit decisions. Public primary
guidance retains its institutional scope. The study supplies no
actual client data, observed performance, legal conformity or
claim of optimisation. It asks a sponsor to distinguish an
executable operating commitment from an attractive
application inventory, and to make the conditions of benefit
visible before authorising a programme.

Questions this study answers

Which operating decision or service will change, for whom, under whose

authority?

Which capability, data and adoption dependencies must exist before a proposed

benefit is credible?

What can the canonical dependency heuristic show, and which approval

conditions remain outside it?

How will the enterprise fund, operate, assess, migrate and eventually exit the

service?

Scope and limits
Illustrative inputs explain mechanisms and are not actual project data or empirical

estimates.

A deterministic model cannot establish implementation feasibility, legal effect,

lender acceptance or future outcomes.

Cited public guidance is used only within explicitly stated source scope; institutional

frameworks require local adaptation.

• 

• 

• 

• 
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D E C I S I O N  A R C H I T E C T U R E

A capability investment charter

Begin with the decision that cannot currently be
made

An industrial operator can own an impressive application estate while still

being unable to release a repair safely, promise a delivery confidently or resolve

a disputed operating record. The missing object is not necessarily another

system. It may be an authorised decision, an agreed meaning or an exception

service that joins work across organisational boundaries. An investment charter

should begin with that object. It describes what a named user will be able to

decide or complete after the change, the evidence that decision needs and the

consequence of making it incorrectly. This makes product discussion

answerable to an operating requirement.

Consider an expressly fictional maintenance service. A technician reports a

fault, a planner proposes an intervention, stores confirms parts and an

operating supervisor releases the equipment. A new mobile interface might

make fault entry faster. It does not by itself reconcile an ambiguous equipment

identity, grant the planner authority to interrupt production or establish

whether a substituted part is acceptable. If the investment promises reduced

downtime, the charter must connect entry to diagnosis, approval, materials and

release. Otherwise the programme can deliver its screen while leaving the causal

obstacle untouched. The user-facing convenience and the operating outcome

may both matter, but they are different benefits with different owners.

The decisive question is what work changes when the new information arrives.

An alert is an output; a changed maintenance decision is an intervention. A

dashboard is an output; an authorised response to a deviation is an

intervention. A charter that stops at information availability delegates the

hardest part of transformation to an unnamed future meeting. It should

identify the decision rule, the person or role empowered to apply it, the cases

that require escalation and the physical or commercial action that follows. This

is a practical account of agency rather than a theory that every industrial choice

can be automated.

A capability can therefore include people, rules, information and technology in

the same investment boundary. That boundary should be broad enough to

contain the mechanism of benefit and narrow enough to identify a responsible

The investment buys an
operating capability
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sponsor. A fault diagnosis capability might depend on a common asset register

outside the initial programme. The charter must disclose that dependency

rather than silently treating it as a delivered component. External dependencies

can be legitimate. Hidden ones produce a benefit claim whose necessary

conditions are absent from the funded work.

Before solution selection, the sponsor should be able to explain the present

failure without using a vendor name. If the account is only that an application

is old, the immediate decision may be replacement for continuity rather than

transformation for operating improvement. Both can justify expenditure.

Their evidence differs: continuity requires an account of support, security and

recovery exposure; improvement requires a causal path from changed work to

an outcome. Combining them in one undifferentiated promise makes later

evaluation difficult.

Operating capability charter

Authorise a bounded change in an identifiable decision or service.

Record initiation, terminal outcome, decision authority, information

conditions, benefit ownership, transition burden and refusal conditions.

Product selection follows an intelligible proposition, even when

continuity requires early procurement.

Construct an investment boundary that survives
procurement

The charter needs an operating perimeter, not merely a software perimeter. It

should identify the initiating event, the terminal outcome and the intervening

handoffs that the programme will change. In the fictional repair service,

initiation is an accepted fault report and termination is authorised return to

service with an adequate record. Procurement might buy only fault capture

and planning tools. That narrower commercial scope does not redefine the

operating endpoint. It creates interface obligations to stores, engineering and

operations that someone must govern.

Users should be described through the work they perform and the conditions

in which they perform it. A technician with gloves, intermittent connectivity

and an urgent safety concern has different requirements from a planner

reviewing a backlog at a desk. An operating supervisor making an interruption

decision needs an intelligible tradeoff and a current equipment state. Stating

these conditions early prevents a generic account of adoption from replacing

real work design. It also exposes whether an apparently convenient interface

transfers administrative work from a central team to a person whose attention

is already constrained.

The operating model before the platform
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The charter should distinguish mandatory operating conditions from desirable

product qualities. An authorised release and a durable decision record may be

mandatory. A particular animation, report layout or integration technology

may be negotiable. If all requirements receive the same status, the programme

cannot trade scope intelligently. Conversely, if a mandatory condition is hidden

within a broad desirability score, an attractive product can compensate

numerically for an unacceptable operational omission. The distinction belongs

in the decision record before bidders or internal delivery teams interpret the

scope.

A benefit owner is required for each material outcome. This owner need not

perform every activity, but must possess or secure authority over the work

whose change produces the benefit. In the repair example, an IT manager can

own availability of the planning tool while an operations manager owns the

interruption policy. Neither can independently promise reduced downtime

through the whole service. Their joint commitment should state who changes

the policy, who tests the information and who records whether the change

worked. A signature without a specific action is a weak substitute for this

commitment.

The funded boundary should include transition and continuing operation. A

charter that pays for configuration while assuming free reconciliation, training

and exception handling will describe a capability cheaper than the one the

organisation can actually sustain. This study separates the companion model's

declared implementation cost from those additional responsibilities. They may

be recorded qualitatively before detailed estimation, but they cannot be treated

as nonexistent because a small model has no field for them. The investment

case should state which costs are estimated, which are not and who will resolve

the omissions.

Evidence and scope

The Green Book separates options appraisal from the later monitoring of
outcomes.

Evidence: The Green Book

Make the charter a testable operating proposition

An investment proposition should be capable of failing a useful test. The

fictional operator could test whether a fault report reaches an authorised

planner with an unambiguous equipment identifier and enough evidence to

choose an intervention. It could then test whether the operating supervisor can

accept or reject that intervention without a separate informal reconstruction of
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the case. These tests concern the mechanism through which the service

produces value. A successful product demonstration showing that a report can

be entered is relevant, but narrower.

The charter should name the present comparison practice. If a planner

currently resolves missing information through a telephone call, removing that

call may be an improvement, but only if the necessary context is now captured

or retrieved another way. A crude measure of fewer calls can reward the

disappearance of useful coordination. The evaluation should examine whether

the decision became more reliable, more timely or less burdensome, and

whether its exception route still works. The intended comparison is an

operating practice, not an imaginary state in which every existing activity is

waste.

Evidence should be collected at the point where the mechanism could break. If

asset identity is contested, test reconciliation before testing dashboard

usefulness. If release authority is unclear, test the approval route before

promising automated scheduling. If parts confirmation is slow because

suppliers do not provide reliable availability information, an internal interface

alone cannot remove the external uncertainty. Sequencing discovery around

these uncertainties makes a pilot informative. It avoids spending the pilot

proving the easiest visible component while leaving the weakest benefit

dependency unresolved.

The charter also needs a refusal condition. A sponsor might decline expansion

if the service cannot preserve an auditable release decision, if the equipment

identity remains unresolved or if the changed workflow requires a recurrent

burden that operating teams cannot absorb. Refusal does not necessarily mean

abandoning digital investment. It may mean repairing a prerequisite,

narrowing the intended outcome or choosing a continuity replacement

instead. By defining these possibilities beforehand, the sponsor prevents a pilot

from becoming a ceremonial stage through which a predetermined

procurement must pass.
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Illustrative repair-service charter

Completed fictional record. Each entry identifies an operating obligation,

not a claim that a real client has accepted it.

Illustrative repair-service charter

Charter field Completed illustrative position

Outcome An accepted fault case can reach an authorised
intervention and release decision.

Initiation and end Accepted fault report; authorised return-to-service
record.

Necessary evidence Recognised equipment identity, fault context, parts
confirmation and release conditions.

Accountable change Operations owns release policy; engineering owns
identity meaning; technology owns the information
service.

Refusal condition Do not expand condition analysis while cases require
unresolved equipment identity.

Benefit boundary Clearer case handoffs are the initial proposition;
reduced failures remains unproven.

Decision role Fictional investment chair accepts identity discovery;
operations owns production release.

Evidence/status E-REPAIR-IDENTITY is required and not supplied;
this is a worked hold record.

Event and stop authority Before condition-analysis pilot use, operations must
accept recognised identity or hold the release.

Finally, a charter should be a living controlled proposition rather than a slogan.

Discovery may show that the original problem was misdescribed. The

programme should be allowed to revise the mechanism, subject to an

accountable change in scope and benefit expectations. What should remain

stable is the obligation to explain why the new work is expected to produce the

new outcome. Changes in product labels, architecture diagrams or delivery

methodology do not discharge that obligation. The record should preserve the

superseded proposition so a later reviewer can understand what was learned.

Replacement may be urgent before capability design

A support or security constraint can require early procurement. Preserve that

continuity rationale and state the unresolved operating dependencies rather than

making replacement contingent on a fictitious complete transformation design.

The operating model before the platform

I C M  /  R E SEA RC H  &  D E C I SI O N  ST U D I O 8



An operating charter in a contested repair service

In the fictional repair service, a programme sponsor initially requests predictive

maintenance. The operating review discovers a more immediate issue: fault

reports refer to local equipment names that the central register does not

consistently recognise. Diagnosis is delayed while planners reconstruct identity.

The proposed charter therefore separates an identity capability from a

condition-analysis capability. This is not a claim that the first capability is

always more valuable. It is a recognition that the second cannot act intelligibly

on an unidentified object.

The revised proposition authorises a service discovery and a controlled identity

reconciliation, with condition analysis retained as a later option. Engineering

defines valid asset identity and substitution relationships. Operations confirms

how those identities correspond to equipment actually released in the field.

Technology supplies a usable capture and lookup service. The sponsor funds

the reconciliation effort explicitly rather than disguising it as a software

configuration task. An unresolved identity enters a controlled exception route

instead of being assigned a plausible but unverified identifier to make the

dashboard appear complete.

The benefit account now has a narrower and more defensible form. It expects

fewer reconstructive handoffs for accepted fault cases and clearer release

records. It does not yet promise a measured reduction in equipment failures,

because neither condition detection nor intervention effectiveness has been

demonstrated. That restraint improves the decision: a sponsor can determine

whether the prerequisite capability deserves investment without being forced

to accept a remote chain of unsupported benefits. Future condition analysis

must establish its own mechanism on the improved operating foundation.

The programme may still decide to procure a platform early if continuity, cyber

exposure or a contractual timetable requires it. The charter then records that

decision separately from the operating benefit. It states which capability will

initially remain immature, which manual control preserves continuity and

which later release depends on improved evidence. A platform-first decision is

not automatically irrational. It becomes weak when it uses the language of

completed transformation to conceal a capability that remains unowned or

untested.

No realised benefit is established

The repair service is an authored reasoning case. Neither its problem frequency

nor the effectiveness of the proposed identity intervention is measured. The

charter supports discovery and scoped approval, not a quantified promise of

downtime reduction.
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Decision implications

Name the changed work and its authority.

Separate continuity replacement from operating improvement.

Make a benefit proposition capable of failing a useful test.

• 

• 

• 

D E C I S I O N  A R C H I T E C T U R E

A capability-to-process architecture

Map what the organisation must do

An application inventory describes installed products, technical owners,

interfaces and support conditions. A capability map describes what the

organisation must be able to do. These are related descriptions of the same

enterprise, but they answer different questions. An inventory can reveal

unsupported software while saying little about whether a service resolves an

exception. A capability map can reveal an essential decision while saying little

about which product is currently unsafe to operate. Keeping the descriptions

distinct makes both more useful.

In a fictional dispatch organisation, the inventory lists order entry, transport

scheduling, warehouse management and invoicing. The capability view asks

whether the operator can accept a feasible promise, release an authorised load,

track a meaningful movement, resolve a short delivery and reconcile the

commercial record. Each capability crosses products and teams. Conversely, one

product may support several capabilities. Treating products as capability names

obscures these many-to-many relationships and makes a vendor replacement

appear to be an operating strategy.

The map should be grounded in observable work. A capability such as

intelligent logistics is too broad to direct a meaningful investment. An operator

must know which decisions the term contains and what evidence makes them

possible. Promise acceptance depends on capacity, inventory and commercial

authority. Load release depends on identity, safety checks and a valid

instruction. A useful map breaks broad ambitions into stable operating verbs

and objects without descending into every screen action. The level of detail

should support a choice about investment scope, responsibility or dependency.

Capability maps differ from
application inventories
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Capability boundaries should remain recognisable when a product changes. If

replacing a warehouse application requires rewriting the entire capability

taxonomy, the taxonomy probably describes the application rather than the

operating need. Stable does not mean immutable. A new business model can

change what the organisation must do. But ordinary technical replacement

should change implementation mappings more than the definition of the work

itself. This separation enables the sponsor to compare a configuration change, a

new service and a policy intervention against the same intended capability.

The map should also include capabilities that are currently manual. A

coordinator's notebook, a telephone escalation and a paper release form may

perform essential work that an application inventory omits. Their presence is

not automatically an argument for preserving them. It is evidence that the

digital design must account for the decisions and context they contain.

Removing an informal practice without understanding its purpose can

eliminate a control or a coordination mechanism along with its administrative

burden.

Capability map acceptance

Approve a map only when its important names describe operating

abilities, its arrows have explicit reasons and its technology mappings

preserve the distinction between information, process and authority.

Record benefit overlap before using additive ranking.

Separate process, information and
implementation layers

A capability names a required ability. A process describes an ordered or

conditional way of performing work. Information supplies meaning and

evidence for that work. Technology implements parts of the process and the

information service. These layers should be linked, not collapsed. A dispatch

capability may be performed through several process variants for scheduled,

urgent and disputed orders. Those variants may use common customer and

load identities while relying on different applications. A layered map reveals

which investment changes the work and which merely changes its

implementation.

The first mapping question is whether a proposed capability has a defined

operating endpoint. If load tracking produces events but no one can use them

to confirm a delivery or manage a deviation, the capability may actually be an

information feed. That feed can still be valuable. Naming it accurately prevents
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a committee from approving a complete service based on a component.

Similarly, a data platform can support many capabilities without itself owning

the business decisions that consume its data.

Illustrative dispatch capability layers

This original mapping separates the operating ability from its current

implementation and identifies an explicit dependency reason.

Illustrative dispatch capability layers

Capability Operating evidence Authority Implementation role

Accept a feasible promise Available versus reserved
load state

Commercial promise
owner

Order service consumes
the availability view.

Release an authorised
load

Recognised load and
release conditions

Dispatch release role Warehouse service records
and enforces a defined
hold.

Resolve disputed delivery Delivery evidence and
contractual case context

Exception service owner Case service joins records;
it does not decide legal
effect.

Reconcile a commercial
record

Agreed load, customer
and adjustment identities

Finance process owner Invoice service posts an
authorised adjustment.

The second question concerns information continuity. If order entry and

invoicing use incompatible customer identities, a process diagram may show a

smooth handoff that real cases cannot achieve. The capability map should

expose the identity and meaning dependency rather than treating interface

connectivity as evidence of semantic agreement. The architecture layer can then

show how a common identity is published, transformed or checked. This is

more precise than labelling every problem integration and assuming an

interface project will resolve it.

The third question concerns authority. An application can record a load hold

while a supervisor's telephone instruction remains the effective release

mechanism. A process map that follows only application states will misdescribe

the operating system. Authority should be attached to the decision in the map,

including what the product enforces and what remains procedural. This avoids

a common ambiguity in which an automated workflow is assumed to confer

powers that the enterprise has not actually delegated.

The final mapping question is what evidence is needed to retire a component.

A product might appear redundant because a new service covers its visible

screens. It may still hold a reconciliation record, a regulatory archive or an

exception route. Retirement should be assessed against capabilities,

information obligations and operating controls rather than feature

resemblance. The map provides a way to identify those obligations without

concluding that every legacy function deserves permanent preservation.

The operating model before the platform
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Evidence and scope

The Technology Code of Practice connects technology choices with business
strategy and lifecycle concerns.

Evidence: The Technology Code of Practice

Design a dependency map that can be challenged

A dependency assertion should state what fails without the prerequisite. Saying

that an analytics capability depends on a data platform is incomplete. Does the

analysis require a recognised equipment identifier, a specific event history, an

agreed data retention arrangement or merely a preferred technical

environment? These are different dependency types. A categorical arrow in the

companion app means the prerequisite is included whenever the target is

selected. It cannot represent a soft preference, a partial substitute or a

conditional path unless the author changes the declared capability slate.

The operating map should therefore keep the reason for an arrow beside the

arrow. In the fictional dispatch service, promise acceptance requires an agreed

availability view because the service cannot distinguish an available load from a

reserved one without it. A separate reporting dashboard may benefit from that

view but still function in a limited form without it. Encoding both

relationships as identical hard prerequisites would distort sequencing. The map

must record whether a dependency is essential, substitutable, staged or merely

advantageous before translating a subset into a small model.

Dependencies also change with scope. A basic customer enquiry service might

operate using a controlled manual lookup, while automated promise

acceptance requires a current integrated availability record. The capability

name alone does not determine the prerequisite. Its operating ambition does.

This is why a sponsor should specify the service level and exception boundary

before approving the map. Otherwise a team can change the scope silently

while retaining an old dependency diagram that no longer describes the

intended service.

A map is strongest when an operating owner can challenge a dependency with

a concrete counterexample. A planner might demonstrate that a controlled

manual confirmation supplies the needed evidence during a pilot. That does

not prove the manual route scales or should be the permanent architecture. It

does show that the dependency is on reliable confirmation, not necessarily on a

particular platform. Distinguishing the operating requirement from its

implementation opens genuine options and prevents architecture preference

from becoming an unquestioned business necessity.

The operating model before the platform
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The map should preserve rejected dependency claims. If the team concludes

that invoice reconciliation does not require a new transport platform, the

reasoning and conditions should be recorded. Later scope changes may

invalidate that conclusion. A controlled decision log allows the architecture to

evolve without losing its rationale. It also helps a reviewer distinguish an absent

arrow because it was considered and rejected from an absent arrow because

nobody examined the relationship.

An inventory may be the urgent first task

Unsupported products and security exposure can make an inventory the

immediate priority. Use it for that purpose while developing enough capability

context to avoid retiring hidden controls or buying a replacement with an

unsupported operating promise.

Use the map to compare interventions

The fictional dispatch operator can respond to disputed deliveries through

several interventions. It might standardise proof-of-delivery meaning, redesign

exception ownership, add mobile capture, procure an event platform or alter a

commercial reconciliation rule. A capability map lets these interventions

compete around the same outcome. An application inventory tends to favour

the interventions that look like product acquisition. A useful investment

discussion asks which combination changes the weak operating mechanism

with an acceptable continuing burden.

One candidate may improve evidence capture while leaving dispute resolution

authority unchanged. Another may clarify authority while preserving a

cumbersome record collection process. Neither should receive a complete

capability label merely because it performs one important component. The

map can show a partially achieved capability and the remaining dependency.

This is more informative than a maturity colour with no account of the specific

work that remains impossible.

The sponsor should also recognise shared enablers. A common load identity

can support tracking, reconciliation and maintenance records. Its benefit may

appear in several business cases. That does not justify adding every downstream

benefit to the enabler's own direct benefit and then adding those benefits again

to the consuming capabilities. The companion model uses additive declared

benefits and does not remove overlap. The operating map should therefore

document where the same outcome is claimed more than once and allocate it

deliberately before calculation.

The completed map is a decision instrument rather than a final portrait of the

enterprise. It should identify the capabilities in the current investment

boundary, their named operating owners, the information conditions that
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make them possible and the products that currently or prospectively support

them. Areas outside the boundary can remain visible at a coarser level.

Exhaustive detail is not inherently superior: a map that cannot direct a scope,

sequencing or accountability choice has become documentation work detached

from the investment decision.

A map does not prove a dependency

The dispatch map is expressly illustrative. A declared arrow requires local

operating evidence before use in an actual programme. The companion app

validates the declared graph, not the truth of the enterprise relationships

represented by it.

Decision implications

Maintain a capability layer distinct from the inventory.

Explain what fails without every hard prerequisite.

Allocate shared benefits before additive calculation.

• 

• 

• 

D E C I S I O N  A R C H I T E C T U R E

An ownership and escalation worksheet

Ownership must contain a usable power

Ownership is often announced through a role name without explaining what

the role can decide. A digital programme can appoint a product owner, a data

owner and a sponsor while leaving the operating exception unresolved. The

practical test is whether an identified role can make, enforce or obtain the

decision that the service requires. Responsibility without that power may

produce conscientious reporting but cannot reliably change the work.

Accountability design should begin with the decisions rather than with a

fashionable set of titles.

In an expressly fictional materials service, a purchase request contains an item

description that matches several catalogue entries. Procurement wants a valid

specification, stores wants a recognised stock identity and operations wants the

material urgently. A data owner can maintain catalogue meaning, but may not

possess authority to approve a substitute for a safety-sensitive use. A process

owner can coordinate the request, but may not approve expenditure. A service

Ownership is an operational
design choice
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owner can ensure the case is handled, but may not override engineering. These

responsibilities need a joined decision route rather than an assumption that

one owner covers them all.

The ownership design should state what each role may change, what it must

consult and what it cannot decide. Engineering may approve technical

equivalence; finance may authorise expenditure within its delegated authority;

operations may accept the timing consequence; the service owner may route

and monitor the case. The digital product can enforce a sequence or preserve

the record. It does not create the underlying delegation merely by offering an

approval button. This distinction matters when software configuration appears

to settle a governance dispute that remains unresolved in practice.

Authority also has a temporal dimension. A role may be available during

normal working arrangements but absent during an urgent operational event.

The service must define a legitimate substitute or escalation route without

turning every unavailable owner into permission for an informal override. A

digital workflow that waits indefinitely for the correct person can preserve

formal accountability while failing operational continuity. The solution is a

deliberately authorised exception route with a durable reason, not an

unrecorded bypass.

The sponsor should ask whether the ownership arrangement is funded and

operationally feasible. A specialist assigned responsibility for every data

exception may receive no time to perform the work. The apparent governance

completeness then depends on unpaid discretionary attention. Workload

should be assessed in discovery and revisited in operation. This study supplies

no assumed exception rate. It requires the enterprise to identify who will gather

that evidence and what decision will follow if the role cannot absorb the actual

demand.

Authority before configuration

Approve workflow configuration after the enterprise has defined the real

decision powers, coverage and escalation conditions. Preserve role

obligations even when several roles are held by the same person.

Separate service, process, data and benefit
responsibilities

A service owner is responsible for the experience and outcome of an ongoing

service within a defined boundary. A process owner controls or coordinates

how work is performed across that boundary. A data owner maintains

accountability for meaning, permissible use and quality expectations. A

technology owner manages the supporting system. A benefit owner is
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responsible for the operating change expected to realise a stated benefit. These

roles may be combined in a small organisation, but the obligations should

remain distinguishable so that combining roles does not erase work.

The materials service demonstrates why the distinctions matter. A technically

available request portal can fail as a service if ambiguous requests circulate

without a resolution. A documented process can fail if catalogue meaning

remains contested. A clean catalogue can fail if the purchasing decision has no

authorised owner. A satisfied user can still obtain a result through an expensive

manual reconstruction that undermines the benefit case. Each failure requires a

different intervention and different evidence. A single label such as platform

ownership cannot direct all of them.

The roles should meet through decision obligations. When engineering

changes an item definition, the data owner must establish how affected records

are identified and communicated. The process owner must determine whether

open requests need review. The technology owner must implement any

permitted transformation or interface change. The service owner must manage

the user's unresolved case. The benefit owner must decide whether the change

alters the expected operating effect. These relationships are more informative

than a chart that only assigns one accountable letter to a broad activity.

Separation also protects independent challenge. A team that owns delivery and

declares its own benefit achieved may overlook a continuing manual burden

outside its scope. A finance or assurance function can challenge the evidence

without taking over service management. Independence should be preserved

where it matters, while operational decisions remain with authorised managers.

Assurance is a source of challenge and evidence, not an alternative owner for

every difficult decision.

The ownership record should acknowledge organisational interfaces. A central

service owner may not command local operating teams. The commitment then

depends on an agreed relationship with local managers who control work and

resources. If that relationship is absent, the central programme cannot credibly

promise adoption through its own authority. The correct response is to secure

the operating commitment, narrow the claim or record the unresolved

condition. Assigning a senior title in the programme plan does not

automatically resolve the enterprise boundary.

Evidence and scope

Data ownership guidance assigns business accountability for the meaning and
quality of data.

Evidence: Data ownership model

The operating model before the platform
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Design escalation as part of the service

Escalation should identify the disputed question, the evidence needed to

resolve it and the role authorised to decide. Sending an unresolved case to a

more senior meeting is not a complete design. The materials service may

contain a technical equivalence dispute, a spending approval or a priority

conflict. Each needs a different decision route. A general escalation mailbox can

receive the cases while remaining unable to close any of them. The digital

record should preserve the type of question rather than merely marking the

case escalated.

A legitimate escalation route has an entry condition and an exit condition.

Entry might be an unresolved item identity, an unavailable delegate or a

conflict between a proposed substitution and a required operating standard.

Exit is an authorised decision with its scope and reason recorded. The service

should distinguish a refusal, a request for additional evidence and an approval.

Treating all three as completion can make a dashboard appear efficient while

the underlying work remains blocked or is performed without adequate

authority.

Illustrative ambiguous-material decision record

A completed original tabletop record distinguishes technical, financial and

operating powers. It does not delegate authority in a real organisation.

Illustrative ambiguous-material decision record

Question Authorised route or record

What is the item? Catalogue steward resolves identity; unresolved
meaning is retained as an exception.

Is the substitute acceptable? Engineering delegate decides technical equivalence for
the stated use.

Can expenditure proceed? Purchasing and finance apply their actual delegated
authority.

What if engineering is unavailable? Use the authorised substitute-delegate route; otherwise
retain the hold.

How does operation continue? Operations records a plan change or controlled
interruption linked to the held case.

Who improves the service? Service owner reviews the cause and obtains a funded
corrective action.

Decision role Engineering delegate holds technical substitution;
finance retains expenditure approval.

Evidence/status E-MATERIAL-DELEGATION is required and
absent; no actual authority is asserted.

Event and stop authority Before substituted material release, the relevant
engineering delegate must accept suitability or retain
the hold.

The operating model before the platform
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The route also needs a continuity decision. If a requested material cannot be

approved immediately, operations may choose a temporary workaround, a

changed plan or a controlled interruption. That decision should be linked to

the unresolved request, because it carries a consequence the investment case

may otherwise ignore. A service that records only eventual purchase approval

will omit the burden of delay, substitution or emergency handling. Those

consequences should be measured where material, but this analysis does not

assign them invented values.

Escalation data can reveal a design problem rather than a personnel problem.

Recurrent ambiguity in item identity suggests a semantic or catalogue issue.

Recurrent unavailable approvers suggest an authority coverage issue. Recurrent

priority disputes suggest an operating policy issue. The service owner should be

able to distinguish these mechanisms before commissioning more automation.

An automated reminder may improve response to a genuinely overlooked task.

It cannot settle a technical disagreement or create a delegated spending power.

A controlled exception record should avoid becoming a surveillance device

detached from service improvement. It should collect the context necessary for

accountability and diagnosis, with an explicit purpose and access boundary.

Sensitive personal or commercial details should not be retained simply because

the platform makes collection easy. The operating record must therefore join

authority, meaning and proportionate information use. Privacy and security

are design conditions of the service, not topics reserved for the end of

implementation.

A small enterprise cannot staff separate roles

Separate obligations do not require a separate employee for each title. Combining

roles can be practical if authority, workload and necessary independent challenge

remain explicit. The risk is disappearing obligations, not a low headcount on the

chart.

Test authority through a difficult case

The fictional materials programme conducts a tabletop exercise before

configuring its approval workflow. An urgent request names a locally familiar

component, but the catalogue offers several possible identities. The usual

engineering approver is unavailable. Stores can supply a similar part, but

cannot establish technical equivalence. Operations wants an immediate release.

The exercise asks each role to perform its actual decision rather than recite the

ownership chart. It quickly reveals whether an escalation has a usable

destination.
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A sound outcome may be a controlled refusal to substitute, followed by an

operating continuity decision. That is not a failure of the service merely

because the user did not receive the requested material immediately. The

service has distinguished what it can authorise from what it cannot. If the

programme evaluates success only through rapid approval, it will reward weak

controls. The ownership test should therefore examine whether the decision

was legitimate, intelligible and recorded, alongside whether the case was

handled promptly enough for its operating context.

The exercise should also test a routine resolved case. A design that handles

emergencies through senior attention may still burden ordinary work with

unnecessary approvals. Governance should be proportionate to the question.

The record might allow a recognised standard item to proceed through

delegated authority while reserving technical substitution for engineering

review. This reduces avoidable work without pretending that every exception

can be reduced to a standard transaction.

The final ownership design is a commitment to operate a service. It names the

decision powers, the coverage arrangements, the information obligations and

the continuing resources that make the service usable. It also states what

evidence would cause the design to change. If actual operation reveals that local

teams repeatedly bypass an unusable route, the sponsor should examine the

route's assumptions rather than treating the existence of bypasses as proof that

users need another training presentation. The governance design remains

accountable to the work it is meant to govern.

No delegation or legal effect is conferred

The example illustrates accountability design. Applicable delegations,

employment responsibilities, engineering approvals and contractual powers

require local verification. The companion app has no authority field and cannot

certify that a selected capability is legitimately owned.

Decision implications

Name decision powers rather than titles alone.

Design escalation around the question requiring a decision.

Test governance through an actual difficult work pattern.

• 

• 

• 
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D E C I S I O N  A R C H I T E C T U R E

A value-stream evidence map

Follow the case through the work

A value stream becomes useful when it follows a real type of case from

initiation to an operating outcome. It should reveal who receives the case, what

they need to decide, what they produce and what happens when the usual

route fails. A diagram that connects departments with uninterrupted arrows

can conceal queues, informal reconstruction and repeated entry. The digital

investment then improves the diagram's apparent route while leaving the actual

work largely unchanged.

Consider a fictional industrial shipment whose release depends on an order, a

recognised load, a confirmed destination and an authorised movement

instruction. Sales enters a requested delivery; planning tests feasibility; dispatch

prepares the load; an operating team releases it; finance later reconciles the

result. The same shipment may appear under several identifiers. A routine

successful case can traverse the service quietly. A changed destination or short

load may force staff to telephone several teams and reconstruct which

instruction remains authoritative. The exception reveals the operating model

more clearly than the happy path.

The evidence map should begin with the initiating event rather than with

whichever application is most prominent. It should identify how a case

becomes accepted work and what makes it complete. A request received is not

necessarily an accepted promise. A vehicle departure is not necessarily a

completed delivery. An invoice posted is not necessarily a resolved commercial

record. These distinctions prevent a programme from reporting throughput at

a convenient intermediate point while presenting it as the terminal outcome.

A value stream exposes handoff
costs

04
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Original diagram: owned exception work

Inspect the original relationships within the captioned scope.

Original qualitative map for the authored shipment case. Arrows identify routine handoffs

and a joined exception route, not measured flows or universal process stages. A changed

instruction requires an accountable resolution before the operating outcome can be

reconciled.

Each handoff has an information obligation and a decision obligation.

Planning may hand dispatch a feasible instruction, while dispatch must

confirm that the physical load matches its identity and permitted destination.

If planning changes the instruction after preparation, the service needs a way to

determine which version controls release. An integration that transmits both

records successfully may increase the ambiguity unless the operating rule

distinguishes superseded from authoritative instructions. Connectivity should

therefore be tested with a changed case, not merely an unambiguous original

transaction.

A useful map also records work performed outside the formal route. A

dispatcher may keep a personal list of unresolved loads because the central

system treats instruction creation as completion. That list is evidence of a

missing case state or ownership rule. It should be examined before being

eliminated. The goal is to bring necessary coordination into an accountable

service, while removing avoidable duplication where the new design genuinely

supplies the information and decisions previously carried by the informal

record.
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Handoff evidence acceptance

For each material handoff, identify the case state, information obligation,

decision authority, reversible action and exception route. Test at least a

changed case before treating successful data transmission as an integrated

operating capability.

Queues and re-entry are mechanisms, not
decorations

A queue exists when a case waits for a resource, a decision or information. The

reason matters because each can require a different intervention. A case waiting

for an authorised release role will not necessarily move faster through a better

integration. A case waiting for a missing destination identifier may not benefit

from additional staff. A case waiting for a scarce physical loading position may

not be solved by either. The evidence map should state what would have to

change for the case to advance.

Re-entry occurs when a case returns to earlier work after a failure, change or

discovery. It may be legitimate. A revised destination can require renewed

feasibility assessment. A defective instruction can require correction. The

design problem is uncontrolled re-entry: the service cannot tell whether the

returned case replaces prior work, creates a new version or remains an

unresolved exception. Without that distinction, a digital workflow can

duplicate obligations or allow a superseded instruction to remain apparently

executable.
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Illustrative shipment handoff evidence

Original event-to-obligation map for a changed instruction. It contains no

observed frequency or assumed waiting time.

Illustrative shipment handoff evidence

Event Required evidence Operating decision Unresolved route

Promise proposed Recognised demand and
destination

Accept or decline
feasibility

Commercial clarification

Load prepared Recognised physical load
and controlling
instruction

Confirm preparation
status

Identity or short-load
case

Instruction changed Authorised new version
and affected preparation

Supersede, hold or re-plan Change-authority
decision

Release requested Current instruction,
physical identity and
release conditions

Release or retain hold Authorised coverage
route

Commercial record
reconciled

Delivery evidence joined
to instruction history

Approve adjustment or
retain dispute

Exception service closure

The programme should distinguish useful inspection from avoidable

repetition. If dispatch verifies physical identity at release, that check may

remain necessary even when planning has a clean record. Physical conditions

can change or the wrong load can be prepared. Removing the check because

the data already exists confuses a record with the physical object it describes.

Conversely, retyping the same identifier into several products may add no

useful assurance if it introduces transcription risk without an independent

check. Work design should evaluate the purpose of the activity rather than

assume every repeated action is waste.

The map should identify which state transitions are reversible. A prepared

instruction can usually be amended within a controlled process. A physically

released shipment may require a different response. An invoiced case may

require an adjustment rather than deletion. These distinctions are important

for automation because a workflow that treats every state as an editable field

can obscure an irreversible operating event. The product should reflect the

event's consequence, but the enterprise must define the consequence first.

No invented waiting-time distribution is needed to begin this analysis. The

initial map can identify the observed categories that should later be measured

and the decision each measurement will inform. For example, the programme

can distinguish missing-information holds from resource holds and authority

holds. Once real records exist, it can assess their incidence and duration. Before

that evidence exists, the map supports a mechanism-level hypothesis, not a

numerical claim that a new platform will remove a stated proportion of delay.

The operating model before the platform
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Evidence and scope

Systems engineering distinguishes defined requirements from verification of
their implementation.

Evidence: NASA Systems Engineering Handbook

Design an exception service alongside the routine
route

An exception service should define how a case remains visible when routine

processing cannot complete it. It needs an owner, a question requiring

resolution, enough context to act and a legitimate terminal state. A generic

failed status is insufficient. The fictional shipment might fail because the

destination is unknown, the load is physically short, the instruction is

superseded or the receiving party disputes the record. Each condition requires a

different decision and may involve different authority.

The service should keep the case attached to the operating outcome. If an

exception is moved to a separate support ticket and the shipment record is

marked complete, the enterprise can lose visibility of the unresolved obligation.

Linking records is helpful, but the operating owner must still know who is

responsible for closure. A technical support team may fix an interface while the

commercial dispute remains unresolved. Technical resolution and operating

resolution should have distinct evidence and states.

The exception route should be proportionate. A simple missing field that a

permitted user can supply need not become a senior escalation. A contested

release instruction may require an authorised hold. The design should state

what can be corrected by the originating user, what requires verification and

what requires a managerial decision. Automation can then route cases under

those rules. It should not infer authority from the convenience of allowing a

user to overwrite a field.

An exception record should preserve relevant versions and reasons. In the

changed-destination case, the enterprise needs to know which instruction was

active when the load was prepared and which was active when release occurred.

A current-state-only database may make both actions appear to have used the

final destination even if they did not. The information architecture should

preserve the evidence necessary to explain the event without treating indefinite

retention of every detail as automatically justified.

A service can also close an exception through an explicit refusal or a narrowed

outcome. The operator may decline a changed destination after a load has

passed an irreversible release point. That refusal should be communicated and

linked to the case. A dashboard that counts only approved changes as
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successful closure can create pressure to conceal legitimate refusals or perform

unsafe workarounds. The exception design should be evaluated on accountable

resolution, not merely on the disappearance of cases from a queue.

Mapping can delay an urgent delivery

A compact map around the disputed handoff can be enough for an initial

decision. Exhaustive enterprise mapping is unnecessary. Urgency does not remove

the need to identify the controlling instruction and the release authority.

A changed instruction as the acceptance test

The fictional operator tests its proposed shipment service by changing a

destination after preparation but before physical release. The test begins with a

valid original instruction, a prepared load and an acknowledged dispatcher. It

then introduces the changed instruction through the legitimate commercial

route. The team examines whether the old instruction is visibly superseded,

whether dispatch receives the change and whether the release role can

determine what is now permitted. A successful transmission log is one piece of

evidence, not the entire test.

The test also introduces an unavailable release role. This reveals whether the

authorised coverage route exists and whether the system preserves a hold while

coverage is obtained. A team that resolves the test by asking a programme

manager to intervene has demonstrated an available senior person, not

necessarily a sustainable service. The test should use the declared operating

arrangement or record the arrangement's failure. Otherwise the pilot can

conceal dependence on exceptional attention.

The review then follows the case into commercial reconciliation. If the final

delivery record and original order disagree, the service must retain an

intelligible account of the authorised change. Finance should not be forced to

choose a plausible version through informal conversations. The investment

proposition can now identify a concrete improvement: a controlled instruction

history joins planning, release and reconciliation. Whether that improvement

saves money or time remains a separate empirical question.

The value-stream map should be revised after this test. It may reveal a new hold

state, a missing authority obligation or an information version that the original

diagram omitted. Revision is evidence of learning. The sponsor should preserve

the earlier map and the reason for change, so a later reviewer can distinguish an

improved model from a retrospectively simplified story. The map becomes an

operating design when it can explain a difficult case and direct its resolution,

not when every arrow has been drawn neatly.
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Mechanism mapping supplies no delay estimate

The shipment case is invented for analytical use. Queue categories identify what

to investigate. They do not establish actual delay incidence, staffing need,

reliability or savings, and no such quantities are computed by the companion app.

Decision implications

Map changed and disputed cases alongside routine work.

Keep technical and operating resolution distinct.

Record the reason a waiting case cannot advance.

• 

• 

• 

M E C H A N I S M S  A N D  W O R K E D  S T U D I E S

A critical-data acceptance framework

Quality is defined by a use

A data record can be present, correctly formatted and consistently copied while

remaining unsuitable for a decision. Quality should therefore be assessed

against the use that depends on the record. An equipment identifier that is

adequate for a broad planning summary may be inadequate for releasing a

safety-sensitive intervention. A stock quantity that is useful for a retrospective

report may be too old for a current promise. The relevant question is what

error or omission would change the decision, not whether the dataset looks

tidy.

In a fictional spare-parts service, the enterprise holds item descriptions, stock

identities, location records and substitution relationships. A purchase request

arrives with a familiar local description. The catalogue contains a recognised

identifier, but its relationship to the requested use is unclear. Filling the

identifier field would improve apparent completeness while potentially making

the operating decision worse. The quality service should preserve the

unresolved meaning and route it to a competent decision rather than reward a

populated field regardless of its validity.

A quality requirement should state the decision consequence of a defect. If an

incorrect location causes a planner to promise an unavailable part, the

requirement concerns current availability for promise acceptance. If an

inconsistent item identity prevents reconciliation, the requirement concerns

Data quality is a decision
property
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cross-record meaning. If an obsolete substitution relationship could lead to an

unacceptable material choice, the requirement concerns technical validity for

the intended use. These requirements can share a dataset while demanding

different checks and owners.

The enterprise should also distinguish a data defect from a legitimate

unknown. A field may be empty because the relevant fact has not yet been

established. Treating every unknown as poor entry behaviour can encourage

plausible invention. The service should identify when a value may remain

unknown, what work is required to resolve it and which decisions must wait.

An honest unknown with a controlled route can be more useful than an

apparently complete record whose certainty is unsupported.

Quality work should be funded as continuing operation. Definitions change,

physical stock moves, new items enter the service and previously valid

relationships become obsolete. An implementation exercise can improve the

starting condition but cannot make the data permanently self-maintaining.

The operating model should define how a defect is reported, who resolves it,

which records are affected and how downstream users learn about the

correction. A platform can support that service, but does not substitute for its

decision powers and resources.

Use-specific data acceptance

Approve a data-dependent capability against a defined use, population

and critical meaning. Preserve unresolved unknowns and owner

obligations. A composite score and a model readiness judgment are

supporting descriptions, never substitutes for the acceptance condition.

Make defects actionable rather than merely
visible

A quality dashboard is useful when it directs a response. Reporting unresolved

records without identifying their decision consequence can produce a large

clean-up programme with weak prioritisation. The fictional spare-parts service

should ask which defect prevents a current request, threatens a material

decision or undermines an important reconciliation. It can then distinguish

urgent operating correction from longer-term catalogue improvement. This

does not justify ignoring low-visibility defects; it gives the work a defensible

relation to use.

A defect record should include the affected object, the contested field or

relationship, the use in which the issue was found and the evidence needed for

resolution. A statement that the item is wrong leaves the data steward unable

to decide whether the problem is identity, description, location or permitted

The operating model before the platform

I C M  /  R E SEA RC H  &  D E C I SI O N  ST U D I O 28



substitution. The service should also identify whether other records share the

defect. Correcting a single request may restore continuity while leaving the

underlying catalogue issue untouched. Both actions should be visible.

Original use-to-defect questions

The questions are operating tests, not a copied maturity scale or a claim

that a single score establishes fitness.

Original use-to-defect questions

Use Defect question Decision consequence

Promise acceptance Does the state distinguish available
from reserved?

Retain confirmation when
meaning is unresolved.

Picking Does the location identify
accessible physical stock?

Do not release a picking
instruction on an unverified
location.

Substitution Is equivalence valid for the
requested use?

Obtain engineering authority
before substitution.

Reconciliation Do records identify the same item
and event?

Resolve identity before attributing
a variance.

The resolution route should preserve an audit of meaning. If engineering

approves a new substitution relationship, the change may affect open requests

and existing planning assumptions. The data owner should decide how to

represent the effective scope and how to notify affected users. A technical

update applied to a current table is not necessarily a complete operating

correction. A downstream service may hold a cached or exported version that

remains consequential after the central record changes.

Quality controls should be placed where they can prevent or detect the relevant

error with acceptable burden. A format check at entry can prevent malformed

identifiers. It cannot prove that the selected identifier refers to the intended

physical part. A human confirmation can establish context but may be

impractical for every routine transaction. The design should combine

proportionate checks and a usable exception route instead of making a broad

claim that validation solves data quality.

Ownership must extend to the sources of data. If a supplier supplies availability

information, the enterprise should state what it expects, how it tests or qualifies

the information and what it does when it is absent or stale. An internal

platform cannot guarantee an external fact it does not control. The investment

proposition should distinguish improving the handling of supplier

information from improving the supplier's actual performance. These effects

may be related, but they require different evidence and authority.
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Evidence and scope

The Government Data Quality Framework distinguishes completeness,
uniqueness, consistency, timeliness, validity and accuracy.

Evidence: The Government Data Quality Framework

Evaluate quality without creating a misleading
score

A composite quality score can be convenient for reporting while obscuring a

decisive defect. A dataset might perform well on routine fields and poorly on

the one relationship that determines whether a substitute is acceptable.

Averaging across fields could describe the dataset as mature despite the

unresolved operating condition. A sponsor should retain visibility of critical

defects and acceptance gates rather than allow favourable dimensions to

compensate numerically for an unacceptable decision risk.

The Transformation map readiness input is a declared judgment multiplier. It

does not inspect records, establish quality dimensions or enforce a data

acceptance gate. An author can lower the readiness assigned to a data capability

and examine the numerical effect. The result describes the supplied

assumption. It cannot demonstrate that the underlying dataset is safe, usable or

mature. Chapter ten and the frozen cases make this distinction explicit so a

convenient numeric field does not acquire an authority its method does not

possess.

For an actual programme, a quality assessment should identify its population

and use. A review of selected difficult requests says something about those

cases, not automatically the whole catalogue. A review of ordinary records can

miss the exception relationships that matter most. The sampling or inspection

plan should be chosen to answer a stated question and its limits should remain

visible. This study does not invent an error rate or imply that a small illustrative

record proves enterprise quality.
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Illustrative availability quality acceptance

Completed original record for a bounded automated-promise use. No

empirical completeness or accuracy score is supplied.

Illustrative availability quality acceptance

Assessment field Completed illustrative record

Intended use Accept a parts promise for recognised items in a
permitted current state.

Critical meaning Available, reserved and inaccessible are distinct
operating states.

Evidence needed Physical confirmation route and controlled state-
change events.

Unknown handling Unresolved state retains a hold and a named
confirmation case.

Acceptance boundary Only the stated recognised-item population is
included.

Continuing owner Stores confirms physical state; data owner governs
meaning; service owner closes cases.

Decision role Data owner defines states; stores supplies physical
confirmation; promise owner releases use.

Evidence/status E-AVAILABILITY-STATE is required and absent; no
real dataset assessment exists.

Event and stop authority Before automatic promise acceptance, the promise
owner must accept the bounded use or retain the hold.

The assessment should also distinguish defect detection from defect resolution.

A system can detect an ambiguous identifier reliably while leaving every

affected case waiting. A high detection count might initially reflect improved

visibility rather than deteriorating underlying data. Conversely, a falling defect

count might reflect suppressed reporting rather than improvement. The service

owner needs evidence about the mechanism and the reporting conditions

before interpreting the trend. The intended operating outcome is useful

resolution and prevention, not an attractive defect count in isolation.

A quality record should therefore retain the criterion, evidence, population,

responsible role and decision consequence. It should state what remains

unknown and what the next review will examine. A sponsor can then authorise

a bounded improvement, adjust the use of data or retain a hold on a proposed

capability. The record supports a decision even when it cannot provide a single

enterprise-wide maturity score. Precision of meaning is more valuable than

false precision in a summary number.
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Perfect data would stop every useful programme

The argument does not require perfect data. It requires a bounded use, tolerable

imperfections, proportionate controls and a route for unresolved cases. A limited

service with explicit qualifications can be useful while wider data improvement

continues.

A completed quality decision in the parts service

The fictional operator proposes automated parts promise acceptance.

Discovery reveals that stock identifiers are generally recognised, but location

updates do not consistently establish whether a part is available, reserved or

physically inaccessible. The initial improvement therefore defines availability

states and the events that legitimately change them. This is a semantic and

operating task before it is a display task. The enterprise does not begin by

promising that an interface will make every stock record current.

The completed acceptance record limits automated promise acceptance to

recognised items with a current permitted availability state. Unresolved

location or reservation meaning enters a controlled confirmation route. Stores

owns the physical confirmation; the data owner owns the state definitions; the

service owner owns the unresolved case and its communication to the

requester. A technical owner implements the permitted state transitions. The

division makes each obligation visible without pretending that software

verification can establish physical stock existence.

The pilot tests both a straightforward available item and a reserved item whose

planned release changes. It examines whether the current state and its meaning

remain coherent through the change. It also tests a reporting user who should

see a qualified quantity without being authorised to promise it. The same data

can support several uses under different constraints. The design should avoid

turning access to a value into authority to act on it.

The sponsor can approve the bounded service if these conditions are

demonstrated, while retaining expansion to other item classes as a separate

decision. No fictional proportion of the catalogue is declared ready. The record

states the included population, its acceptance evidence and the unresolved

scope. This creates an honest platform for later benefit measurement and

avoids presenting a staged capability as a completed enterprise transformation.

No dataset has been assessed

The parts-service records are authored examples. No actual population, sample,

defect rate or improvement is supplied. Quality criteria need local technical and

operating evidence; model readiness values cannot certify data fitness.
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Decision implications

Define quality against a decision use.

Preserve legitimate unknowns rather than invent values.

Keep acceptance gates visible beside summary scores.

• 

• 

• 

M E C H A N I S M S  A N D  W O R K E D  S T U D I E S

A canonical-data and interoperability design

An identifier joins records only if meaning agrees

An identifier is useful when participating services agree what it identifies and

how its relationship to an object changes. Copying the same string through

interfaces does not establish that agreement. A customer identifier might refer

to a legal entity in finance, a delivery location in operations and an account

grouping in sales. A load identifier might refer to a planned movement, a

physical batch or a commercial shipment. Integration can transmit those

identifiers flawlessly while joining unlike objects.

Consider a fictional bulk-material service. Planning creates a movement

reference before a physical load is assembled. Dispatch assigns a load identity

during preparation. Commercial reconciliation groups several physical loads

under a customer shipment reference. The enterprise needs relationships

among these objects, not an assumption that they are interchangeable. If a

system uses the shipment reference as physical identity, it may make a short-

load event impossible to explain when several loads share the reference. The

semantic model should preserve the object boundaries that the work requires.

An identity design should state who creates an identifier, what event makes it

valid, whether it can be reused and what happens when the identified object

splits, merges or is corrected. These questions have operating consequences. A

split load may retain a relationship to an original preparation instruction while

requiring distinct release evidence. A corrected customer identity may need a

controlled relationship to historical commercial records. Replacing a value in

place can erase the reason earlier decisions were made.

Identifiers and semantics
precede integration
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Original diagram: object relationships survive a split

Inspect the original relationships within the captioned scope.

Original qualitative semantic design. The movement, physical load and commercial

shipment retain distinct meanings. The split illustrates relationship preservation; the arrows

assert no count, proportion, legal authority or observed event.

Names should be treated as descriptions rather than reliable identity unless the

service has explicitly established otherwise. Local equipment names, item

abbreviations and customer labels may be meaningful to users while remaining

ambiguous across teams. The interface should support those useful

descriptions without allowing them to silently replace the controlled identity.

A lookup service can present both. The operating decision should know which

value establishes the object and which assists human recognition.

Identity also requires a route for uncertainty. If a user cannot identify the

physical object confidently, the service should allow a controlled unresolved

case rather than force a plausible selection to satisfy an input requirement. A

required-field rule can otherwise manufacture certainty. The technical

architecture should preserve the uncertainty and its resolution history, while

the operating model identifies who can establish the correct relationship. This

is a joint information and authority problem.

Semantic interface acceptance

Accept an interface after a changed or split case preserves object identity,

controlling versions, distinct operating events and correction history. A

compatible schema and a successful transmission are necessary technical

evidence within that wider contract.
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Define states and events before connecting
interfaces

A state describes a condition relevant to a decision. An event records a

meaningful change or occurrence. The enterprise should distinguish the two

before designing interfaces. A load can be prepared, held, released or delivered

according to defined operating conditions. A message received by an

application is a technical event that may or may not establish one of those

conditions. Treating technical receipt as operating completion can create a false

picture of progress across connected systems.

The bulk-material service needs to know whether release means a supervisor

authorised departure, a vehicle physically departed or a record was posted. Each

may matter, but they are different facts. The interface specification should

identify which event it carries, whose evidence supports it and what receiving

services may infer. A downstream invoice service should not infer completed

delivery merely from an authorised release. If it needs delivery evidence, that

dependency should remain explicit even if release data is readily available.

Illustrative object and event dictionary

Original dictionary for the split-load acceptance case. Its meanings are

deliberately scoped to this authored service.

Illustrative object and event dictionary

Term Meaning Authority or condition

Movement instruction An authorised planned movement
before physical assembly

Commercial and planning
authority establish its controlling
version.

Physical load A prepared object that may split or
be held

Dispatch establishes identity and
relationship to the instruction.

Customer shipment Commercial grouping of intended
deliveries

Commercial operations maintains
its promise boundary.

Release event Authorised operating release for
the stated physical load

Permitted operating role and
recorded conditions.

Delivery evidence Evidence for the receiving outcome Defined receiving process; not
inferred from release alone.

State changes should have permitted origins. An administrative correction to a

record should not be indistinguishable from a physical operating event. The

service might allow a data steward to correct an identifier while requiring an

authorised operating role to record release. Keeping the distinction allows a

reviewer to understand whether an apparent sequence reflects actual events or

retrospective record maintenance. It also prevents an interface account with

broad technical permissions from becoming an invisible operating decision

maker.
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Messages can arrive late, more than once or in a different order from the events

they represent. A robust interface must manage those technical conditions, but

their operating interpretation depends on the semantic design. A repeated

release message should not create a second physical load. A late correction

should not silently invalidate a completed commercial decision without a

defined review. The programme should test these patterns using controlled

cases rather than rely on a general claim that the integration is reliable.

The semantic record should state the authoritative source for each meaning

and the conditions under which another service may retain a copy. Authority

can differ by field or event. Dispatch may own physical load preparation,

commercial operations may own the customer promise and finance may own

the posted adjustment. A single master label applied to the entire platform can

conceal these distinctions. The architecture should express ownership where

the work actually requires it.

Evidence and scope

Open standards guidance addresses agreed data sources, identifiers and
interoperable information use.

Evidence: Make use of open standards

Open interfaces still need operating contracts

An open format or published interface can reduce technical dependence while

leaving important meaning unresolved. A receiving system still needs to know

the object, event, units, version and permitted interpretation of each field. It

also needs a change process. A technically conforming message can be

operationally wrong if its sender and receiver interpret a status differently. The

interface contract should therefore connect technical specification with service

obligations and accountable meaning.

The contract should define what happens when a required record cannot be

supplied. The bulk-material service may permit a qualified record for reporting

while retaining a hold on release or reconciliation. If the interface simply

substitutes an empty value or a default status, downstream teams may make an

unsupported inference. Failure handling should preserve the decision

boundary. A visible incomplete case with an owner can be safer and more

useful than a successful message that conceals an unresolved fact.

Versioning should account for meaning as well as structure. Changing the

definition of delivered while retaining the same field name can be more

consequential than adding an optional field. The programme should state

which consumers must review the change, what historical records mean and
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whether a transition period is required. A schema compatibility test can detect

some structural problems. It cannot establish that the new meaning preserves

the assumptions on which an operating decision depends.

The enterprise should test portability with a meaningful record, not only a file

export. A provider may export current fields while omitting instruction history,

identity relationships or correction reasons. Another system might receive the

file successfully without being able to reconstruct the service's decisions. Exit

capability requires a usable semantic record and a way to interpret it

independently. This is why open interfaces and data export should be assessed

through completed operating cases rather than broad marketing claims.

None of this requires an enterprise to settle every semantic question before

delivering useful technology. It requires the programme to define the meanings

that the current capability depends on and to retain qualifications where wider

agreement remains incomplete. A bounded service can operate through an

explicit translation or reconciliation route. The danger is presenting a

provisional translation as a permanent universal identity without recording its

scope and limitations.

A common platform may impose consistent semantics

A shared platform can help enforce a chosen meaning. The enterprise must still

choose that meaning, resolve affected operating distinctions and govern future

change. Uniform fields do not demonstrate that the imposed definition fits every

required use.

A split load as the semantic acceptance case

The fictional service tests a prepared load that is split before release. The

original movement instruction remains relevant, but the physical pieces require

distinct release and delivery evidence. The test asks whether the information

design can represent the relationship without overwriting the original object or

creating an unexplained duplicate. It follows the split through dispatch,

customer communication and reconciliation so each role can verify that its

decision still refers to the intended object.

A second part of the test corrects a destination description after release. The

service preserves the original release evidence and records the correction with its

reason. It does not rewrite history to make the original event appear to have

used the corrected description. Commercial operations determines whether the

correction changes the intended promise or merely improves the record. The

difference is an operating decision that a technical update cannot infer safely on

its own.
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The completed semantic record now identifies movement, physical load and

customer shipment as distinct objects with controlled relationships. It defines

the release event and the delivered event separately. It states which authority

may correct an identity relationship and which may approve a changed

operating instruction. These definitions supply a usable basis for interface

work. They also make the limits of a provisional migration mapping visible,

because a record that cannot preserve these distinctions should not be declared

fully equivalent.

A sponsor can use the test to compare architectures. A central service, a

federated arrangement and a staged translation may all be feasible. The

comparison should examine whether each preserves the required meanings,

authority and history with a sustainable burden. The existence of an API is

evidence of a technical connection. The completed split-load case is evidence

about the operating information contract that the connection must carry.

No enterprise ontology is prescribed

The dictionary is an original illustrative record. Actual identifiers, event

definitions, retention obligations and correction powers require local evidence.

The Transformation map validates declared dependencies without inspecting

semantic compatibility among enterprise systems.

Decision implications

Distinguish the object from its label.

Separate technical receipt from operating events.

Test portability through a meaningful changed case.

• 

• 

• 

M E C H A N I S M S  A N D  W O R K E D  S T U D I E S

An architecture tradeoff matrix

Architecture allocates future choices

Architecture determines which parts of a service can change independently and

which must change together. The consequences appear in maintenance,

migration, procurement and operating continuity. A diagram of components is

therefore incomplete unless it explains the coupling that matters to the

enterprise. A tightly integrated platform may simplify some transactions while

Architecture choices have exit
consequences
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making an apparently local change dependent on a broad release. A federated

arrangement may preserve local flexibility while increasing the burden of

semantic coordination. Neither form is inherently superior outside its

operating context.

In a fictional industrial planning service, dispatch, maintenance and

commercial teams consume a shared operating record. One architecture

embeds the record and its meaning inside a single vendor suite. Another

publishes a governed record through a service used by several products. The

second can support product replacement without changing the underlying

operating identity, but only if the enterprise can sustain the information

service. The first can reduce the initial coordination burden, but may create

dependence on the vendor's data model and release process. The decision

should compare these obligations rather than assign automatic virtue to

openness or integration.

A meaningful architecture boundary should follow a reason for change. A

volatile user interaction may deserve separation from a stable identity service. A

safety-sensitive release control may require a distinct change authority from a

reporting dashboard. A commercial adjustment rule may change under a

different governance process from a physical event record. Separating these

concerns can contain change, but every boundary introduces an interface

whose meaning and operation must be owned. An architecture that maximises

separation without funding the resulting services can create fragility through

unmanaged interfaces.

The enterprise should distinguish technical coupling from operating coupling.

Two applications may share a database because of an implementation choice.

Two teams may depend on the same authorised instruction because the work

itself requires it. Removing the shared database does not remove the operating

dependency. Conversely, an operating requirement for shared meaning does

not necessarily require one application. Architecture discussion should

preserve the distinction so a preferred technical pattern does not become a

presumed business law.

The sponsor should ask what the design makes expensive to change. If a new

customer category requires changes across every service, the architecture may

contain inappropriate shared assumptions. If an identity correction must be

implemented separately in many systems, the design may distribute a meaning

that should be governed coherently. These are questions to test through

specific changes. A claim that the platform is modular or flexible has little

decision value until the enterprise identifies a meaningful change and follows

its consequences.
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Architecture approval through change cases

Approve the chosen architecture with its dependency reasons, accepted

coupling, continuing owners and tested exit conditions. Keep alternative

slates explicit when a prerequisite is substitutable. The model ranks a

declared graph; it does not select an architecture.

Evaluate standards through a continuing
obligation

A standard can make communication and procurement more coherent by

constraining choices. It can also create a continuing obligation to maintain

conformity as versions and local needs change. The enterprise should state

what the standard governs, who controls its interpretation and which

exceptions are permitted. A broad instruction to use standards can conceal

conflicts among interface structure, security controls, operating meaning and

vendor support. The important question is whether the chosen standard serves

a defined capability with a sustainable burden.

A technical standard does not automatically settle a semantic dispute. A service

can conform to an exchange format while disagreeing about what an event

signifies. Nor does a standard automatically establish the enterprise's authority

to use data or approve a decision. The architecture record should therefore

separate technical conformity, information meaning and operating permission.

Procurement and testing can then assess each on suitable evidence rather than

use one certificate or format label as proof of the whole service.

Original architecture coupling register

Completed illustrative review of specific future changes rather than an

ungrounded modularity score.

Original architecture coupling register

Change case Coupling exposed Required evidence

Replace reporting consumer Dependence on identity and state
meaning

New consumer preserves
qualifications and controlling
versions.

Correct identity relationship Affected historical and cached
records

Governed correction route and
consumer notification.

Change release policy Workflow and authority
configuration

Approved operating rule and
controlled implementation.

Exit provider History, configuration and
operating skills

Usable exported case and
independent interpretation.
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The fictional planning service tests portability by replacing a reporting

consumer while preserving the operating record. The test examines whether

the new consumer can recognise identities, distinguish current from

superseded instructions and display qualified unknowns. A file that imports

successfully but collapses those meanings is not a successful operating exit. The

standard's role is to make the record interpretable; the service still needs the

governed dictionary and history that supply its meaning.

The enterprise should also examine dependence on configuration, skills and

operating routines. A provider may supply an open export while the

programme relies on proprietary rules whose behaviour is not documented

outside the product. An alternate system can then receive the data without

reproducing the decision route. Exit planning should identify which

configurations and procedures must transfer, which can be replaced and which

require a fresh acceptance decision. Data portability is important, but narrower

than service portability.

Standards should be reviewed through actual change cases. A format version

change, a revised identity relationship and a provider replacement each reveal

different obligations. The programme should record affected consumers and

legitimate transition routes. Avoiding all change is not a reasonable operating

strategy. Governing change so that important decisions remain intelligible is.

This shifts architecture evaluation away from a static ideal diagram and toward

the enterprise's ability to maintain a service over time.

Expose coupling before ranking investments

A capability dependency in the Transformation map represents a declared hard

prerequisite. The app includes the unselected prerequisites whenever it

considers a target capability. This is useful for exposing the resource burden of

a bundle, but it does not distinguish architectural, organisational, semantic or

contractual dependency types. Those distinctions belong in the authored

operating record. A sponsor should not interpret a valid graph as an

independent confirmation that every declared arrow is technically or

operationally necessary.

The app also assumes that selected prerequisites become available for later

candidates without additional shared cost. That is coherent within a declared

additive slate. In an actual programme, a shared service may need more

capacity, changed security arrangements or additional integration work when

another capability uses it. Those obligations should be included in a revised

cost or capability boundary rather than treated as free because the prerequisite

was selected earlier. The model does not infer such scaling effects.
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Coupling can also produce benefit overlap. A shared operating record may

enable better planning and better exception handling. If both capabilities claim

the same avoided reconstruction work, adding their benefits overstates the

proposition. The operating record should identify the shared outcome and

allocate it once or explicitly qualify the additive model. This is a reasoning

responsibility before calculation. A correct sum of duplicated assumptions

remains a weak investment basis.

Some dependencies are substitutable. A target capability may operate through

a central information service or a controlled local reconciliation. The current

app represents one authored graph at a time and does not choose between

alternative architectures automatically. The author can compare separate

declared slates, preserving the change in dependency and its operating reason.

The resulting calculations are conditional comparisons, not proof that the

engine discovered the best architecture.

A sponsor can use dependency analysis to challenge an investment sequence. If

a target's bundle consumes resources needed by a more important operating

prerequisite, the graph makes the competition visible. The committee must

still assess authority, safety, continuity and strategic obligations outside the app.

A cheap high-ratio capability may be optional while a lower-ratio service is

necessary for lawful or sustainable operation. The architecture record should

preserve those conditions rather than expect a benefit ratio to resolve them.

An integrated suite can reduce coordination burden

A suite can be the right operating choice where its common meaning and

services are suitable. The argument is to examine and fund dependence

consciously, not to reject integration. An unmanaged collection of open

components can be less sustainable.

A provider-exit change as the design review

The fictional planning service performs a provider-exit review before broad

rollout. It selects a meaningful unresolved case with a changed instruction and

a later reconciliation. The provider exports the case data, relationships, history

and relevant configuration. The enterprise asks whether an independent

receiving environment could understand the controlling instruction and

reproduce the permitted workflow. It does not claim that an actual migration

has occurred; the exercise tests the completeness of the exit obligation.

The review finds that the current export preserves the final state but omits the

superseded instruction and correction reason. The architecture team therefore

records a gap and requires a controlled history export before treating the service

as portable. A provider may legitimately propose a different way to preserve
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that evidence. The decision should evaluate the resulting operating record

rather than prescribe a preferred file arrangement without a reason. The

acceptance requirement is intelligibility of the service's decisions.

The same review examines who can operate the replacement. A data export

that only the departing provider can interpret creates continuing dependence

despite technical access. The enterprise needs enough documented meaning,

configuration knowledge and authorised operating capability to perform or

procure the transition. It should fund those responsibilities during

implementation rather than discover them when a commercial relationship

becomes difficult.

The final architecture decision may retain the integrated suite because its

operating advantages exceed the assessed transition burden. That can be

reasonable. The record should state the dependence consciously accepted, the

continuity measures and the evidence needed at renewal. An architecture

decision is stronger when it makes a tradeoff explicit than when it presents a

chosen platform as inherently future-proof.

No technology suitability has been tested

The provider-exit review is fictional. No vendor architecture, export, security

control or interoperability claim is independently validated here. Local operating

and technical evidence is required before a real approval.

Decision implications

Evaluate the change a boundary makes possible.

Distinguish service portability from data export.

Treat a declared dependency graph as an assumption to challenge.

• 

• 

• 
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M E C H A N I S M S  A N D  W O R K E D  S T U D I E S

An automation boundary worksheet

Automation changes work rather than merely
removing tasks

Automation should be analysed as a change in the distribution of work,

judgment and accountability. Removing a repeated entry task may reduce

burden. It may also remove a moment in which a person noticed an

inconsistency and corrected it. The programme should identify which parts of

the old activity were transcription, which were coordination and which were

judgment. A digital rule can replace some of these functions while leaving

others necessary. Counting removed clicks is not a complete operating benefit.

Consider a fictional invoice-exception service. The proposed automation

matches a delivery record to an order and prepares an adjustment. The routine

match may be straightforward when identity, quantity and authorised

instruction agree. A changed instruction or disputed short delivery requires

context. The service should define which cases can proceed automatically,

which require a qualified human decision and which must retain a hold. A

broad automation percentage would be misleading without the population

and decision boundary that make it intelligible.

The residual human work may become harder. When routine cases disappear

from a queue, staff may handle a larger share of ambiguous, contested or

sensitive cases. The organisation should assess the skills, authority and support

required for those cases. A staffing plan that subtracts the number of

automated tasks without examining the remaining work can leave the service

unable to resolve its most consequential exceptions. This study supplies no

invented productivity factor; it requires a real assessment of the new task

distribution.

Automation also changes where an error can spread. A manual

misunderstanding may affect a limited case; a rule based on a mistaken meaning

can apply consistently across many cases. The service should therefore define

how a rule is approved, tested, changed and suspended. Consistency is valuable

when the rule is appropriate. It is not evidence that the rule is correct. A

controlled change process should preserve the connection between the

operating decision and its technical implementation.

Automation moves work and
risk
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The programme should describe a useful stopping or override mechanism. An

operating owner needs to know when automation is no longer permitted to

proceed and how affected cases remain visible. A technical emergency switch

can halt processing, but the service also needs a continuity route and a decision

about cases already processed. Otherwise the system can be stopped while the

operating obligation remains unresolved. Automation design should join

control, exception handling and recovery from the beginning.

Automation authority and residual work

Approve automation after stating its exact decision power, excluded

cases, residual human work, review evidence, challenge route and

suspension conditions. Evaluate the whole service burden, including the

cases that automation does not complete.

Specify the authority of a rule

A rule should have an operating purpose, an input meaning and an authorised

outcome. In the invoice service, a match rule might prepare a proposed

adjustment while leaving approval to finance. A different rule might post an

adjustment within an explicitly delegated boundary. These are materially

different powers. The product should make the distinction visible so a user can

understand whether the system recommends, routes or executes a decision.

The presence of a confirmation button is not enough if its consequence

remains ambiguous.

The rule's scope should state excluded cases. A changed instruction, unresolved

identity or contested receiving record may require a different route. Exclusion is

useful when it preserves a legitimate decision boundary. It becomes weak when

the excluded cases disappear into an unowned queue. The automation

proposition should include the exception service and its continuing resources.

A routine-only implementation should not claim the benefit of a complete

end-to-end service if difficult cases remain outside its funded scope.

The approval record should preserve the reason for the rule and its source of

authority. A finance policy may permit a bounded adjustment; an operating

instruction may authorise a particular release; a contract may define an

acceptance event. Those are different foundations that require appropriate

local verification. The programme should not infer a power from the fact that a

vendor can configure it. Technical feasibility and operating permission answer

different questions.

Changes in inputs can invalidate a previously appropriate rule. If a delivery

event's meaning changes or a new customer arrangement introduces a different

reconciliation condition, the rule may need revision. The service should
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connect semantic change to rule review. Otherwise a technically stable

automation can continue applying an outdated interpretation. The governance

process should identify who monitors these changes and who can require a

hold while their effect is assessed.

Rule documentation should remain usable by the people who operate the

service. A dense technical expression may be necessary for implementation but

insufficient for accountability. An operating description should state which

cases proceed, what evidence is relied on, what happens when the evidence is

missing and who resolves the exception. This does not require concealing

technical detail. It requires linking the technical expression to an intelligible

work decision.

Evidence and scope

NIST describes its Privacy Framework as a voluntary tool for managing privacy
risk.

Evidence: NIST Privacy Framework

Preserve human usability and proportionate
information use

A human review step is useful only if the reviewer can understand and act on

the case. Presenting a large volume of unqualified fields may satisfy a formal

review requirement while overwhelming the decision maker. The interface

should identify the question, the relevant evidence, the controlling instruction

and the available authorised actions. It should also reveal uncertainty. A

reviewer asked to approve a recommendation should know whether the result

depends on unresolved identity or incomplete receiving evidence.

The service should avoid shifting an unnecessary burden to users in the name

of automation. A requester may be asked to correct data that only a specialist

can establish. A receiving team may be required to enter information already

available elsewhere without a meaningful verification purpose. These tasks can

improve the appearance of automated processing while increasing total

operating burden. The design should assess who can legitimately provide each

fact and whether the requested work adds useful evidence.
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Illustrative adjustment automation record

Completed original record separates preparation, approval and exception

authority.

Illustrative adjustment automation record

Rule field Completed illustrative record

Routine scope Prepare a proposal when recognised order and
receiving evidence agree.

Excluded cases Changed instruction, unresolved identity or contested
delivery.

Permitted power Preparation and routing only; finance retains
adjustment approval.

Human evidence Controlling instruction, receiving record and specific
discrepancy question.

Suspension route Service owner holds the affected rule and identifies
processed cases for review.

Continuity New cases enter the funded manual decision route
until authorised restoration.

Decision role Service owner accepts proposal preparation; finance
controller retains posting authority.

Evidence/status E-ADJUSTMENT-AUTHORITY is required and
absent; automatic posting is held.

Event and stop authority Before any automatic adjustment posting, finance
controller must accept actual authority and case
evidence.

Accessibility and working conditions affect whether the human control is real.

A screen that cannot be operated with the user's available input method, a

report that depends solely on colour or an interaction that assumes constant

connectivity can prevent a qualified person from performing the required

decision. The programme should examine the actual user conditions and test

the service accordingly. Technical accessibility criteria can guide part of that

evaluation, but do not by themselves prove that every operating user can

complete every required task.

Information collection should be tied to a stated service purpose. An exception

record might need evidence about a delivery and an authorised adjustment. It

need not automatically collect unrelated personal details, broad behavioural

histories or indefinite copies of every communication. The enterprise should

decide what information is necessary, who may access it and how long it is

retained under applicable requirements. A platform's ability to capture

information is not a reason to capture it.
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The operating owner should preserve a way to challenge an automated result.

A user may possess context that the system lacks or identify a mismatch in

meaning. The challenge route should maintain the original result and the

reason for revision where relevant, while respecting access and retention limits.

A service that treats disagreement as user error by default can conceal a

systematic defect. Challenge is part of control, not evidence that automation

has failed as a concept.

Human review can become a ceremonial rubber stamp

That is a reason to redesign the control, not to assume it is effective. Give the

reviewer a meaningful question and authority, assess workload, and remove

unnecessary review where a legitimate bounded automatic decision is appropriate.

Evaluate automation with a contested
adjustment

The fictional invoice service tests a case in which the delivery record is valid but

refers to an instruction that was later changed. The routine match would

propose an adjustment using the current order state. The test asks whether the

service can recognise the relevant historical instruction and distinguish a

legitimate change from a discrepancy. It also asks whether the finance reviewer

can see the precise question rather than reconstruct it from a collection of

unrelated records.

The service retains a hold because the receiving outcome is contested. The

automation prepares a linked case and identifies the required evidence; it does

not post a commercial decision whose authority is absent. The exception

owner obtains the receiving record and the authorised change history. Finance

then approves or refuses the adjustment under its actual delegation. This is a

useful automation outcome even though the final decision remains human: it

reduces reconstructive work while preserving the power to decide.

A second test introduces an incorrect rule configuration. The operating owner

suspends the affected route, identifies cases processed under the rule and

initiates a controlled review. The service records the continuity method for new

cases. This test exposes whether automation can be governed after release rather

than merely demonstrated before release. A product that can execute a rule

quickly but cannot identify affected cases creates a different operating risk from

the one its routine demo shows.

The fictional rule-exposure record is completed before any benefit claim is

widened. It identifies the rule version, the changed instruction meaning, the

cases processed while that version governed and the outputs whose commercial

effect requires review. A corrected rule protects new cases but leaves prior

adjustments unresolved; reprocessing prior cases without preserving the earlier
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decision could create duplicate or contradictory adjustments. The owner

therefore separates forward correction from affected-case disposition. A benefit

account can now distinguish automated case preparation from finance's

continuing judgment and historical repair burden. This is an operational

comparison of release states, with no claimed staffing reduction, measured

frequency or actual case result.

No automation effectiveness or privacy compliance is claimed

The adjustment case is illustrative. Actual staffing, error propagation,

permissions, accessibility and lawful information use require local testing and

appropriate review. The current NIST landing page includes a draft revision; this

study cites its purpose, not a final new normative obligation.

Decision implications

State whether automation recommends, routes or executes.

Fund the residual exception work.

Design challenge and suspension before release.

• 

• 

• 

M E C H A N I S M S  A N D  W O R K E D  S T U D I E S

A benefits mechanism map

Connect the benefit to an operating change

A business case should explain how the funded work changes an operating

mechanism and how that change could produce a benefit. Licence acquisition,

configuration completion and user registration are evidence of delivery or

access. They are not the benefit itself. A programme may improve a service

without producing a direct financial saving, or produce a saving only if another

owner changes staffing, purchasing or operating practice. The case should state

those conditions rather than move directly from product features to a claimed

return.

In a fictional integrated-planning service, a shared availability view helps

planners identify conflicts earlier. The potential benefit is not simply that data

is visible. It may be less reconstructive coordination, fewer avoidable plan

changes or a better basis for a promise. Each proposition requires a changed

action: planners must use the view, operating teams must maintain its meaning

A digital business case needs a
causal chain
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and the decision owner must respond to the conflict. If the old decision process

remains unchanged, the new interface can be used frequently without

changing the outcome.

The case should distinguish benefit categories. Reduced manual work,

improved decision quality, service continuity and strategic access can all matter,

but they should not be converted into money casually or counted twice. A

continuity replacement may avoid an exposure that is difficult to quantify

credibly. The sponsor can still assess it through an explicit obligation and

options comparison. False financial precision is not necessary to make a serious

investment decision.

A direct operating benefit can depend on organisational action outside the

technology team's control. If better scheduling is expected to reduce purchased

overtime, an operating manager must change how labour is arranged. If a

service reduces duplicated reconciliation, finance must determine whether the

saved effort is released, redeployed or absorbed by new work. The programme

should record the accountable action and its evidence. It should not call

nominal task time a cash saving without a credible path to a financial effect.

The case also needs a reference practice. The enterprise should describe what it

currently does and what would happen without the proposed investment.

That reference may change because an existing service becomes unsupported or

because the business itself changes. A stable fictional baseline should not be

treated as an actual counterfactual. In real use, the sponsor must examine the

relevant continuity option and operating alternatives before assigning benefits

to the chosen platform.

Conditional benefit approval

Authorise the stage whose evidence is available. Identify benefit

mechanisms, responsible operating commitments, overlap treatment,

cost scope and unresolved assumptions. Use a model ratio for its declared

ranking purpose rather than as a financial acceptance certificate.

Separate assumptions, evidence and
commitments

An assumption is a declared proposition used for reasoning. Evidence is

information that supports or challenges a proposition within a scope. A

commitment is an authorised action the organisation agrees to perform. These

categories should remain visible in the business case. A readiness judgment is an

assumption; a tested workflow is evidence; an operating manager's funded

policy change is a commitment. Treating all three as equally established can

make a proposal appear more mature than it is.

The operating model before the platform

I C M  /  R E SEA RC H  &  D E C I SI O N  ST U D I O 50



The Transformation map uses a declared annual benefit multiplied by

confidence and readiness judgments. These fields permit transparent sensitivity

analysis. They do not establish a probability distribution, observed adoption

rate or measured benefit. The declared values should be labelled as assumptions

and linked to the operating mechanism they represent. A model can calculate

the consequences of the values exactly while the evidence supporting them

remains incomplete.

Original planning benefit ledger

Completed illustrative benefit account keeps outcome, necessary action

and evidence separate.

Original planning benefit ledger

Proposition Required operating action Evidence needed Boundary

Clearer conflict
resolution

Use defined availability
view and authorised
decision route

Case records show how
conflicts are identified
and resolved

No financial effect
assumed.

Less reconstructive work Capture controlling
instruction and maintain
meaning

Actual work comparison
within the included
population

Shared with exception-
service benefit; allocate
once.

Potential financial effect Operating owner changes
a real expenditure or
resource arrangement

Verified financial
consequence and relevant
comparison

Outside the small
ranking model.

Continuing service Fund data maintenance,
support and exception
handling

Actual operating resource
and service evidence

Implementation cost
alone is incomplete.

The business case should record why a judgment was chosen and what would

change it. A confidence judgment might reflect uncertainty in the claimed

causal mechanism; readiness might reflect an assumed ability to implement and

use the capability. Neither label has a calibrated universal meaning in the app.

Authors should define their interpretation for the case and avoid presenting a

change in a multiplier as proof that an operating prerequisite has been

completed. Where a mandatory condition exists, it should remain an explicit

gate outside the multiplier.

Commitments should identify the role and resource needed for benefit

realisation. The fictional planning service needs a data-maintenance obligation,

a conflict-resolution decision and a change in planning practice. If these

commitments are absent, a high benefit assumption remains conditional. The

sponsor should either secure them, narrow the claim or defer the capability. A

technology supplier's delivery obligation cannot automatically substitute for

the enterprise's own operating commitments.

The case should preserve uncertainty honestly through approval. Early

approval can fund discovery, evidence collection or a bounded pilot rather than

the full rollout. This allows a programme to proceed while recognising that its
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benefit proposition is not yet demonstrated. The approval record should state

which questions remain unresolved and which later decision depends on their

answers. Calling a pilot approved is different from calling the enterprise benefit

proven.

Evidence and scope

GAO cost guidance emphasises a technical baseline, assumptions and sensitivity
analysis.

Evidence: Cost Estimating and Assessment Guide

Keep benefit overlap and lifecycle costs visible

A collection of individually attractive cases can produce an overstated portfolio

if they share the same outcome. The planning service and exception service may

both reduce the work of reconstructing a changed instruction. If each claims

the full effect, adding their benefits duplicates the proposition. The business

case should identify shared mechanisms, allocate their effect deliberately and

document where benefits are contingent on a combination. The companion

app does not infer overlap or synergy from capability names or dependencies.

Enabling capabilities need particular care. A common data service can have a

direct operating benefit and support downstream benefits. Those categories

should be distinguished so the enabler is not credited with the entire

downstream effect while the consuming capabilities are also credited. A

dependency arrow means the prerequisite is included in the bundle. It does not

establish a new benefit accounting rule. The author remains responsible for a

coherent additive slate.

The cost boundary also matters. The app's cost field is expressed in USD

thousands for a declared capability investment. It has no separate fields for

continuing operation, recurring licences, change, security, retirement or

migration overlap. An author can include a chosen cost scope in that field, but

should state it consistently. A ranking that compares one capability's

implementation-only cost with another's broad lifecycle cost would be difficult

to interpret even if the arithmetic is correct.

Annual adjusted benefit divided by implementation cost is a ranking ratio in

the app. It is not a discounted valuation, internal rate of return or payback

period. Its units reflect annual benefit relative to a cost amount. The ranking

can be useful within a coherent slate, but it does not establish financing

suitability or enterprise value. The business case should use a more appropriate

method where time profile, recurring cost, risk or a required financial criterion

is material.

The operating model before the platform
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Resource constraints should remain distinct. The app considers both cost and

effort, with effort in person-months. It does not infer which skills are available,

when the effort can be supplied or which capabilities compete for a specialised

team. A selected set can satisfy the declared aggregate effort envelope while

being impossible to deliver under the actual calendar and skill constraints. The

operating case should retain those constraints and direct a separate delivery

assessment where needed.

Early cases cannot contain mature evidence

Early investment can fund discovery or a pilot. Preserve the assumption status and

the next decision's evidence requirement. Incomplete evidence is compatible with

staged approval; it is incompatible with declaring a measured benefit that does

not exist.

A bounded planning benefit approval

The fictional sponsor approves a planning pilot whose first purpose is to test

whether a shared availability view changes conflict resolution. The approved

operating commitment is that planners use the view for the included case type,

data owners maintain the defined availability states and an operating manager

resolves identified conflicts through an authorised route. The pilot does not yet

claim a reduction in overtime or service failure. It collects evidence about the

mechanism on which those broader effects might depend.

The fictional planning pilot completes a mechanism comparison record. In the

original route, a planner reconstructs availability through calls; in the proposed

route, the shared view supplies the current state but an operating manager still

resolves competing demands. A routine recognised conflict can test whether

reconstructive work disappears. A disputed availability state tests whether that

work merely moves to the data owner. A conflict resolved by a temporary

senior intervention tests whether the intended authority route is actually

usable. These contrasts keep a clearer screen from being mistaken for a changed

service. They define observations to obtain rather than asserting a pilot

frequency or time saving.

The sponsor's fictional decision matrix records different consequences for the

same attractive presentation. A usable availability view with an unresolved

decision route supports continued case-design work. A functioning decision

route with a burdensome shared-state upkeep directs a resource and benefit

revision. A clear route and sustainable upkeep can support evaluation of wider

scope, while a result obtained only through exceptional senior intervention

does not establish ordinary coverage. A concurrent staffing change is entered as

a competing explanation for any later operating improvement. The point of
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these branches is to distinguish mechanism failure from insufficient evidence

and from an additional operating cost, rather than classify every disappointing

result as failed technology.

The resulting fictional business-case entry is complete without a return figure.

Intended contribution: a planning case whose meaning can be reconstructed

and whose conflict receives a legitimate decision. Included observation: routine

and disputed availability cases. Displaced work: maintaining the shared state

and resolving its exceptions. Competing explanation: changed staffing or

demand. Current disposition: assess the mechanism before attributing a

financial effect. A later expenditure reduction would require its own verified

bridge from changed work to actual resources purchased. This instrument adds

a causal comparison and a cost-location test; it retains the difference between a

declared benefit in the app and a measured consequence in an operating

service.

No investment return is established

The planning record contains no observed benefit, actual client cost or

discounted valuation. Companion outputs remain conditional on authored

assumptions and omit material financial and operating dimensions unless

explicitly represented in the declared input scope.

Decision implications

Join benefit to a changed operating mechanism.

Separate assumption, evidence and commitment.

Remove overlap before adding benefits across capabilities.

• 

• 

• 

M E C H A N I S M S  A N D  W O R K E D  S T U D I E S

A readiness and sensitivity study

A transparent judgment model

The Transformation map translates a declared capability slate into a

deterministic selection under cost and aggregate effort envelopes. Each

capability has a cost, annual benefit, confidence judgment, readiness judgment,

effort and prerequisite list. The app adjusts the annual benefit by multiplying it

by the confidence and readiness fractions. These are deliberately transparent

assumptions. Their product is not an independently calibrated probability of

benefit realisation, and the resulting quantity is not a measured value.

Readiness is a conditional score10
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Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

The operating-reference study is expressly illustrative. Its budget is 500.00

USD thousands and its effort capacity is 40.00 person-months. The capability

names describe shared operating data, service ownership, condition-led

operations, exception service and integrated planning. Their values are

authored to expose a mechanism. They are not quotations from an actual

enterprise, a market benchmark or an empirical estimate. This distinction

applies to every numerical use of the study.

Cost and annual benefit have different time meanings. The app uses a declared

cost amount and a declared annual benefit amount. Dividing adjusted annual

benefit by cost creates a ranking ratio with a per-year dimension. It does not

create a discounted valuation or establish when the benefit begins. The author

must use a coherent cost scope across the slate and must avoid interpreting the

ranking ratio as a financial return criterion that the method does not calculate.

Confidence and readiness are inputs on a percent scale. The app divides each by

a full percent scale when applying it. A readiness value should therefore be

entered as the stated percent judgment, not as an already converted fraction.

More substantively, the author should state what the judgment means and why

it was chosen. A label such as readiness does not establish a common maturity

standard. The same numerical input could conceal very different operating

conditions if the author fails to document its interpretation.

The model is useful when the sponsor wants to see how declared dependencies

and resource constraints affect a proposed sequence. It is weak when asked to

prove benefit, optimise an investment portfolio, infer operating authority or

establish delivery feasibility. Keeping the method small and explicit permits

exact reproduction. It also makes the omitted questions visible. A sponsor

should use that visibility to direct additional assessment rather than expand the

meaning of a convenient output.

Model interpretation gate

Accept a model-assisted recommendation only with coherent units,

documented assumptions, non-duplicated benefit scope, explicit

dependency reasons and separate mandatory operating conditions.

Preserve the counterexample and the claim that selection is heuristic.

Dependency closure and marginal selection

For each candidate, the app constructs its closure of unselected prerequisites

plus the target capability. The declared graph must be acyclic and refer to valid

distinct capability identifiers. The bundle is ordered through the graph's

topological order, and its cost, effort and adjusted benefit are added. A
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candidate is feasible if that bundle fits the remaining cost and effort envelopes.

A selected prerequisite is not charged again when a later bundle needs it. This is

a property of the declared additive model, not a finding about actual shared-

service cost.

The initial ranking considers the full closure for each target before any

selection. The selection process then recomputes marginal bundles after each

chosen bundle. These can differ because earlier selections satisfy prerequisites.

The final selected list is shown in topological order, which is not necessarily the

order in which target bundles were chosen. A reader should distinguish the

initial ranking, selection steps and final set rather than assume all three are

interchangeable lists.

Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

Exact illustrative reference selection

Every quantity below binds to the frozen canonical output. Cost is USD

thousands, effort is person-months and adjusted benefit is USD

thousands per year.

Exact illustrative reference selection

Target Bundle Cost Effort
Adjusted annual
benefit

CASE OWN then CASE 150.00 14.00 120.85

PLAN DATA then PLAN 220.00 20.00 130.80

Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

In the illustrative reference, the first selected target is CASE, whose bundle is

OWN → CASE. The bundle costs 150.00 USD thousands, requires 14.00

person-months and contributes 120.85 USD thousands per year of adjusted

assumed benefit. The second selected target is PLAN. Its recorded bundle is

DATA → PLAN, matching the declared data prerequisite for planning.

Ownership is not a prerequisite of planning. The operations-ready comparison

later shows the different marginal bundle that excludes an ownership

prerequisite selected earlier.

The engine ranks feasible positive-benefit bundles by adjusted benefit divided

by cost, with positive-benefit zero-cost bundles prioritised and identifier

ordering used for deterministic ties. A zero-cost ratio is represented as a null

reading rather than a fabricated infinite number. Zero benefit can still occur

within a selected closure when that capability is a prerequisite for a positive-

benefit target. The boundary case in chapter twenty-two preserves this

distinction. A valid empty selection is also possible when no positive bundle

fits the declared envelopes.
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Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

The reference ends with declared cost 370.00 USD thousands and effort 34.00

person-months. Its adjusted assumed annual benefit is 251.65 USD thousands.

Remaining budget is 130.00 USD thousands and remaining effort is 6.00

person-months. Those remaining resources do not imply that the unselected

operations capability can proceed; its required marginal bundle must satisfy

both constraints. The output describes a conditional sequence, not unused

resources that can be spent without further reasoning.

Evidence and scope

The Aqua Book treats analytical quality assurance as proportionate and
accountable.

Evidence: The AQuA Book

A readiness change is not an acceptance gate

Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

The weak-ownership comparison changes only the readiness judgment for the

ownership capability. The reference input is 90.00 percent, while the

comparison is 20.00 percent. All costs, base annual benefits, confidence

judgments, effort, dependencies and envelopes remain unchanged. The final

selected set remains data, ownership, exception service and planning. Its

adjusted assumed annual benefit becomes 231.70 USD thousands, rather than

251.65 USD thousands in the reference.

This is an important limit. The model reduces assumed benefit but does not

refuse the capability because authority is absent. A mandatory operating

authority condition should be represented by an explicit approval gate outside

the multiplier, or by an intentionally revised slate whose scope excludes the

unavailable capability. It should not be hidden inside a low readiness number

and then treated as satisfied because the engine still selects the bundle.

Numerical selection cannot confer an operating power.

Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

The weak-data comparison similarly changes only the data capability readiness,

from 80.00 percent to 20.00 percent. The selected set again stays the same,

while adjusted assumed annual benefit becomes 230.05 USD thousands. This

does not show that weak data is acceptable for the intended decisions. It shows

the consequence of the author's lower multiplier within the declared additive

method. The data acceptance record from chapter five remains necessary.

Illustrative. The operations-ready comparison changes only the operations

readiness judgment to 95.00 percent. It selects the same initial exception

bundle but then selects the marginal data-and-operations bundle. The
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resulting declared cost is 450.00 USD thousands, effort is 40.00 person-months

and adjusted assumed annual benefit is 309.25 USD thousands. This is a

sensitivity-driven change in the heuristic's selected set. It is not evidence that

the higher readiness judgment has been achieved in an actual organisation.

The readiness comparisons produce a completed challenge queue. Ownership

readiness goes to the scope and coverage of the decision route. Data readiness

goes to recognised identity and use-specific state evidence. Operations readiness

goes to the delivery arrangement for the marginal selected bundle. A changed

selection identifies which assumption deserves scrutiny, but it does not tell the

sponsor which of these missing objects exists. If a route is wholly absent, the

response is a categorical operating condition; if it exists but burdens the service

differently, the response may be a revised assumption. This contrast keeps a

multiplier sensitivity useful while preventing it from obscuring the reason a

capability remains unready.

A simple model can still improve a decision

Yes. Its value comes from transparent conditional reasoning and exact

reproduction. Simplicity does not justify expanding its result into global

optimality, measured benefit or operating acceptance.

Why the heuristic is not an optimiser

Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

A greedy rule chooses an attractive current bundle without exploring every

possible combination. It can therefore miss a feasible set with higher additive

benefit. The greedy-trap study provides an exact illustrative counterexample.

Independent options A, B and C share a budget of 10.00 USD thousands and

effort capacity of 10.00 person-months. All confidence and readiness

judgments are full multipliers. A has the highest first ratio, so the app selects A

and reports adjusted assumed annual benefit 12.00 USD thousands.

Illustrative. The feasible-alternative study removes only A from that option

menu. The B and C fields and resource envelopes remain unchanged. The same

canonical app then selects B and C, costing 10.00 USD thousands and using

2.00 person-months, with adjusted assumed annual benefit 19.80 USD

thousands. Because these two options were also available in the original slate,

this is a concrete feasible combination that exceeds the original heuristic's

benefit. The comparison demonstrates a limit; it does not claim the engine

found a global optimum.

A reviewer does not need to accept a separate hand-written numerical

algorithm for this counterexample. Both inputs and both exact outputs are

retained, scalar bindings identify every printed quantity and the common audit

re-executes the current canonical engine. The author supplies the comparison
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interpretation and its scope. The app supplies the frozen outputs. Keeping

those roles separate prevents an apparently supporting study from silently

calculating through a different method.

The committee records why the greedy candidate blocks its alternative, rather

than merely warning that it is not optimal. Its first admitted option consumes

resource that cannot then be assembled into the retained feasible pair. The

challenge is therefore about the menu and sequence of commitments, not

about improving the readiness evidence for the selected option. Better

operating evidence could make that option more credible without removing

the combination disadvantage. Conversely, a mandatory capability absent from

the declared menu would create a different challenge. The fictional committee

refers the combination question to an appropriate portfolio method and the

operating acceptance question to the service record, preserving the distinct

remedies.

The analytical dossier closes with an explanation pair. CANDIDATE-A states

the canonical selected set, its admitted resources and the first commitment that

excludes the retained alternative. SERVICE-A states the intended use, the

operating condition still absent and the work that could establish it. Neither

record is allowed to stand in for the other. A reader can thus identify whether

disagreement concerns the deterministic selection rule, a supplied value, a

missing menu option or actual service admission. This is more informative

than appending a universal confidence score to the recommendation. The

dossier preserves the same exact fixtures and outputs while making the next

challenge a specific question with a specific evidence object.

Canonical adjustment and ranking

Adjusted annual benefit equals declared annual benefit multiplied by
confidence fraction and readiness fraction. Bundle ranking uses the sum of
adjusted annual benefits divided by the sum of unselected bundle costs;
positive-benefit zero-cost bundles follow the explicit special rule. This is
a declared heuristic with judgment multipliers, not calibrated risk or
discounted valuation.

Conditional arithmetic only

All cases are explicitly illustrative. The method omits benefit overlap, synergies,

recurring costs, time profiles, skill calendars, authority acceptance and empirical

calibration. Exact reproduction checks arithmetic and bindings; independent

operating judgment remains necessary.
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Decision implications

Keep judgment multipliers separate from acceptance gates.

Distinguish initial ranking, marginal steps and final topological set.

Use the exact counterexample to preserve the non-optimisation limit.

• 

• 

• 

M E C H A N I S M S  A N D  W O R K E D  S T U D I E S

A cybersecurity service responsibility map

Cybersecurity belongs to the service boundary

Cybersecurity should be designed around the service and its consequences, not

only around the product's technical controls. An industrial exception service

can be disrupted through unavailable records, altered instructions,

inappropriate access or an inability to recover a meaningful state. The

operating owner needs to understand which decisions depend on the service

and what happens when those decisions cannot be made safely. A list of

controls is useful when connected to that account of work and consequence.

Consider a fictional release-instruction service used by an operating team. The

system holds controlling instructions and decision history. A technical outage

can prevent access; an unauthorised change can alter the apparent release

condition; an identity error can connect an instruction to the wrong object.

These mechanisms differ and require different evidence. The cybersecurity

discussion should preserve the distinctions rather than compress every threat

into a generic availability target or a single maturity score.

The service boundary should identify critical information, authorised roles,

supporting systems and external dependencies. It should also identify which

decisions must stop when integrity or identity is uncertain. Continuing

operation can be legitimate through a controlled alternative route, but that

route needs authority, usable evidence and a way to reconcile the resulting

records. A cyber incident does not automatically suspend the enterprise's

operating obligations. It changes how those obligations must be fulfilled or

deliberately held.

The governance record should name who decides priorities and who accepts

residual exposure. A technology team may implement controls while an

operating manager determines the consequence of losing a release capability.

Security specialists can challenge the control design, but should not be assumed

Cybersecurity belongs in the
operating model
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to own every continuity decision. The service owner should obtain the

necessary technical and operating commitments and preserve the unresolved

conditions before launch.

Cybersecurity should also influence the investment boundary. A capability that

depends on a shared identity service creates obligations for that service's access,

integrity and recovery. A new consumer may change the exposure even when

the shared service is already selected in the companion model. The app does

not infer security workload or cost. Those requirements belong in the authored

slate and continuing operating record, with scope stated consistently.

Cybersecurity service approval

Approve the intended use with named control owners, tested relevant

actions, incident decision routes, recovery acceptance and funded

continuing obligations. Distinguish evidence of implementation from an

accepted residual exposure.

Controls need an owner and an operating test

A control should have a purpose, an implementation, a responsible role and

evidence that it works within its intended scope. Access control may prevent an

unauthorised role from changing a release instruction. It should be tested with

a relevant prohibited action and with a legitimate action that remains usable. A

technically strict control that prevents authorised operating work can

encourage bypasses. Effectiveness includes preserving legitimate service use

alongside constraining misuse.

The identity and permission model should follow real decision powers. A user

who may prepare an instruction need not be authorised to release it. A data

steward who corrects identity meaning need not be permitted to approve a

commercial adjustment. Administrative technical access should be governed as

a powerful capability with its own conditions and evidence. A broad

administrator label should not erase the distinction between maintaining the

system and making an operating decision.

Monitoring should support a response. Detecting an unusual change is useful

if an authorised team can assess it, contain its consequence and decide how the

service continues. A notification that nobody owns can create apparent

coverage without operational protection. The review should identify the

question raised by an alert, the evidence available to the responder and the

decision route. It should also address false or ambiguous alerts without

inventing a universal rate of detection or noise.
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The programme should assess controls around a changed case and a

compromised case. A changed instruction tests whether legitimate versioning

works. An unauthorised change tests whether the control prevents or reveals a

prohibited transition. A recovery test examines whether the service can restore

meaningful evidence, not merely start a database. These cases help join

technical assurance to the operating decisions the service exists to support.

A source framework can organise these questions, but cannot certify a

particular service through citation alone. The enterprise needs evidence about

its own implementation, exposure and operating arrangements. The role of

public guidance is to supply scoped concepts and a disciplined vocabulary. It

does not provide a numerical probability of incident or a claim that the

fictional controls are effective.

Evidence and scope

CSF governance connects cybersecurity risk decisions with organisational
responsibilities and outcomes.

Evidence: The NIST Cybersecurity Framework 2.0

Evidence and scope

NIST final incident response guidance integrates response considerations across
cybersecurity risk management.

Evidence: Incident Response Recommendations and Considerations for

Cybersecurity Risk Management: A CSF 2.0 Community Profile

Incident response requires an operating decision
route

Incident response should connect technical investigation with service decisions.

When integrity of a release instruction is uncertain, the enterprise needs to

determine whether release must be held, whether a trusted alternative record

exists and how affected cases are identified. A technical team can isolate a

component while the operating team still needs an authorised continuity

decision. The response plan should join these obligations rather than leave

operations waiting for an undefined technical all-clear.
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Illustrative instruction-integrity response

Completed original tabletop record. It is not a tested enterprise incident

plan.

Illustrative instruction-integrity response

Response question Completed illustrative position

What is uncertain? Integrity of a controlling release instruction.

Immediate operating decision Hold affected releases until trusted evidence or
authorised alternative exists.

Technical action Investigate access and change history; contain further
unauthorised changes.

Affected-case review Identify cases that relied on the instruction and obtain
operating consequence decisions.

Recovery acceptance Reconcile restored records with legitimate continuity
events.

Communication State permitted work, held cases and unresolved
evidence to affected roles.

Decision role Security lead investigates; operating release owner
decides permitted continuation.

Evidence/status E-RESTORED-INSTRUCTION is required and
absent; no actual recovery has occurred.

Event and stop authority Before restored production release, operating release
owner accepts reconciled meaning or retains the hold.

The plan should distinguish investigation, containment, recovery and

communication. These activities can overlap, but each has an operating

purpose. Investigation determines what evidence can be trusted. Containment

limits further consequence. Recovery restores an acceptable service state.

Communication informs affected users and decision owners about what is

permitted and what remains uncertain. None should be reduced to a status

message saying that the system is being fixed.

The fictional service tests an unauthorised instruction change found after some

cases have proceeded. The response must identify which cases relied on the

affected record and who can assess their consequence. Restoring a previous

database version may remove the changed record while also removing

legitimate events entered afterwards. Recovery therefore needs reconciliation,

not merely a technically successful restore. The operating owner should define

the conditions under which the restored state becomes authoritative again.

The plan should preserve evidence proportionately. Investigation may require

logs and versions, but access, retention and handling should remain governed.

The enterprise should not use an incident as a reason for uncontrolled

collection or indefinite retention of unrelated information. Technical and legal
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specialists should support the appropriate local decisions. This study illustrates

the operating questions without establishing an applicable legal duty or a

complete incident procedure.

Exercises should be judged by the decisions they reveal. A tabletop can expose

an unavailable authority role, an unclear communication boundary or a

recovery record that cannot be reconciled. Those are useful findings even if the

technical steps proceed. The programme should record the gap and the

corrective commitment. An exercise report should not convert participation

into a certification of readiness.

A small programme can inherit shared security controls

It can inherit a defined control service with evidence and accountable

obligations. It must still examine how its own data, permissions and operating

consequences fit that service. Inheritance is a scoped relationship, not a universal

security certificate.

Restore an intelligible service

Recovery is complete for an operating service when the restored information

and decision route are fit for the permitted work. A restarted application can

remain unfit if its records are stale, contradictory or missing the relevant

history. The release-instruction service therefore needs a recovery acceptance

that checks controlling versions, physical case status and authorised

continuation. Technical availability is necessary within that broader acceptance,

but not sufficient.

The fictional recovery exercise compares the restored instruction history with

the continuity event account. A legitimate dispatch occurred after the backup;

an unauthorised instruction change occurred later; a repeated

acknowledgement carries no new movement. The service owner preserves

dispatch, rejects the unauthorised instruction as a controlling basis and

recognises the acknowledgement as a repeat. If dispatch identity cannot be

reconciled, the case remains in an exception state; inventing a new identifier

would conceal the gap. This completed reasoning instrument distinguishes

physical facts from governing instructions and message deliveries. It states a

reconciliation design, not a report that a real restore or incident has passed.

The recovery cost boundary follows that comparison. Restoring infrastructure

is one obligation; locating continuity cases, deciding their legitimate meaning

and informing users of the permitted next action are others. A provider's

backup service can cover the first while leaving the latter with the enterprise.

The fictional funding review identifies interpretation and affected-case

handling as continuing service duties. It refuses to count them as free merely

because no new software purchase is required. A faster restart with an
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unreconciled instruction may increase the population exposed to the wrong

decision. The operational comparison is therefore recoverable meaning versus

technical speed, assessed for the actual case the service must handle.

The fictional recovery disposition reads: component available; controlling

instruction reconciled for recognised cases; unmatched continuity cases held;

communication pending for affected users. These states explain why partial

continuation can be legitimate while a blanket all-clear is premature. If the

communication reaches the wrong user population, another technical restore

will not repair that failure. If the historical instruction remains uncertain, more

reassuring communication will not establish it. The owner assigns the remedy

to the failed relationship. This adds an outcome-directed recovery test to the

security framework's broad functions, while supplying no incident probability,

control-effectiveness measure or certification of the hypothetical service.

No security conformity or incident likelihood is established

The service and response records are fictional. No penetration test, control

effectiveness measurement or actual recovery exercise is supplied. Framework

references retain their scope and do not confer certification or estimate incident

probabilities.

Decision implications

Join security controls to operating consequences.

Define the authority to hold and restore work.

Recover meaningful records, not only technical availability.

• 

• 

• 

M E C H A N I S M S  A N D  W O R K E D  S T U D I E S

A migration cutover framework

Migration creates a temporary operating model

Migration is a period in which old and new services coexist, information moves

and authority may change. It should be designed as an operating model in its

own right. A programme can describe the target architecture clearly while

leaving the transition service ambiguous. Users then decide locally which

Migration is a coexistence
problem

12
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system to trust, duplicate work across both and reconcile conflicts through

informal channels. The migration plan should identify the authoritative source

and permitted work at each meaningful transition state.

Consider a fictional materials-request service moving from a legacy register to a

new governed catalogue and case workflow. Some open requests began under

the old item descriptions and approval rules. New requests may use improved

identities. A technical import can preserve fields while leaving the meaning of

historical cases unresolved. The migration must determine which cases transfer,

which remain in the old route and how users identify the controlling record. It

should not declare equivalence merely because the target accepts the imported

data.

The transition should state its scope and population. A staged migration may

begin with recognised routine items while complex substitutions remain in the

legacy service. That can reduce risk and create learning, provided users

understand the boundary and exceptions remain owned. The programme

should avoid presenting a partial population as an enterprise-wide cutover. The

approval record should identify what is included, what remains and what

evidence will permit the next stage.

Original diagram: authority during coexistence

Inspect the original relationships within the captioned scope.

Original transition design. The target population is released only through acceptance;

retained cases remain in their specified route. The dashed rollback option requires

reconciliation of legitimate work. No actual migration, calendar or recovery performance is

shown.

Coexistence creates a reconciliation obligation. If users can update both

services, the enterprise needs a rule for resolving differences and a way to

identify them. If one service is read-only, users need a legitimate route for
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corrections. If the old service remains authoritative for selected cases, the new

interface should not imply that its copy can approve or close those cases. The

operating design should express these distinctions clearly enough for routine

users to act without consulting the programme team every time.

The continuing service owner must be involved before cutover. A delivery

team may manage technical migration while the operating team inherits

unresolved records and duplicated work. The sponsor should state the

handover conditions, funded resources and authority needed to run the

transition and target service. A successful data-load report is relevant evidence

within that wider acceptance, not a substitute for it.

Conditional cutover acceptance

Approve a stage only with a stated population, source-of-truth rules,

reconciliation evidence, exception ownership, rollback decision route and

funded continuity. A technical load is one element of service acceptance.

Define acceptance and reconciliation evidence

Migration acceptance should test whether the new service preserves the

information and decisions required for its intended use. Record counts can

help identify missing data, but equal counts do not establish equivalent

meaning. An old item relationship may become several target records; several

legacy labels may reconcile to one governed identity. The programme needs a

controlled mapping and an explanation of these transformations. A numerical

equality that ignores the transformation can be misleading.

The materials service should inspect representative operating cases, including

routine, unresolved and changed requests. The review examines whether

identity, approval history and current obligation remain intelligible in the

target. A closed request should not become apparently open because its state

label was translated mechanically. An unresolved technical substitution should

not become approved because the target has no equivalent hold field. These

cases test meaning rather than merely format.

Reconciliation should identify discrepancies, their decision consequence and

the responsible resolution route. A harmless description difference may be

accepted with a record. A changed authority or missing controlling instruction

may block the case's intended use. The migration team should not assign all

discrepancies the same status. Its objective is a usable and accountable service,

not the disappearance of every difference through arbitrary correction.

The programme should preserve the mapping version and the basis of

important corrections. If the mapping changes during migration, the enterprise

needs to know which cases used which rule. It should also determine whether
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already migrated records require review. A correction applied only to future

imports can leave inconsistent meanings across the target population. The

operating owner should authorise the resolution and maintain the evidence

needed to explain the resulting records.

The acceptance record should state the limits of inspection. A test population

does not establish every record's correctness unless the method and coverage

actually support that conclusion. The study does not invent a sample size or

defect rate. For a real programme, the enterprise should choose inspection and

reconciliation methods appropriate to the consequence, disclose remaining

uncertainty and retain controls where wider evidence is incomplete.

Evidence and scope

GAO schedule guidance connects credible sequencing with defined dependencies
and risk analysis.

Evidence: Schedule Assessment Guide: Best Practices for Project Schedules

Evidence and scope

The Service Standard connects reliability with monitoring and quality assurance
for users completing service tasks.

Evidence: Service Standard point 14: Operate a reliable service

Rollback must restore permitted work

Rollback is often described as returning to the old system. The operating

question is whether the enterprise can return to a coherent service after

legitimate work has occurred in the new one. New approvals, physical events

and commercial commitments cannot simply be erased. The rollback design

should identify which actions are reversible, which records must be reconciled

and who authorises continuation. A technical backup alone does not answer

those questions.

In the fictional materials migration, a new request is approved after cutover

while an older unresolved substitution remains in the legacy route. If a target

defect requires rollback, the new approval must retain its authority and history.

The old system may need an authorised record of that event or a linked

continuity record. A user should not be required to reconstruct the approval

from memory. The service needs a designed route for legitimate transition

work.
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Illustrative materials cutover record

Completed original staged-release record distinguishes populations and

authoritative routes.

Illustrative materials cutover record

Cutover field Completed illustrative record

Included population Recognised routine items with tested identity and
approval mapping.

Excluded population Complex substitutions remain in the legacy service
with named ownership.

Authority during coexistence Target governs included new cases; legacy retains
specified unresolved cases.

Acceptance evidence Routine, changed and unresolved cases preserve
meaning and legitimate history.

Rollback obligation Retain and reconcile legitimate approvals made after
cutover.

Stop condition Hold a stage if controlling authority or identity
cannot be preserved.

Decision role Service owner prepares a bounded stage; operating
release owner authorises cutover.

Evidence/status E-CUTOVER-CASES is required and absent; this
record does not report a completed migration.

Event and stop authority Before the routine-population stage, operating release
owner must accept changed-case and rollback
evidence.

Rollback conditions should be defined before the cutover decision. An

inability to preserve controlling authority, an unresolved identity

transformation or an unavailable exception service may be a reason to hold or

reverse a stage. Other defects may be manageable within a controlled correction

route. The sponsor should identify which consequences are unacceptable for

the intended use rather than use an arbitrary technical defect count as a

universal decision threshold.

The decision to roll back should have a named authority and usable evidence.

Technical specialists can establish the defect and feasible response options.

Operating owners assess continuity and affected decisions. The sponsor or

delegated release authority approves the service action under the actual

governance arrangement. The route should function when the usual

programme leaders are unavailable, otherwise an urgent migration incident can

expose the same coverage gap as an ordinary operating exception.

A rollback test should include reconciliation after restoration. It should

examine whether the authoritative record, open cases, approvals and user

instructions agree. The test may reveal that a staged pause with a continuity
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route is safer than a full technical reversal. The operating plan should allow a

justified response within its approved authority. The aim is coherent permitted

work, not loyalty to a predefined technical manoeuvre.

A long coexistence period can be expensive

Yes. Design coexistence as a bounded service with exit conditions and a real

resource burden. A faster cutover may be appropriate when its evidence supports

it; an arbitrary deadline does not make unresolved authority or meaning

disappear.

Reconcile the events at the cutover seam

The cutover seam can fail even when the opening import and the final record

counts agree. In the fictional materials service, a legacy request reserves an item

before its migrated copy becomes active. A receiving team then posts a physical

receipt in the target, while a cancellation already authorised in the legacy route

arrives later through the interface. The service must distinguish when each

event occurred from when each system learned about it. Overwriting the older-

looking record can discard a legitimate event; replaying the same message can

create a second apparent reservation. The problem is event lineage, not simply

agreement between current field values.

Preserve the business event identity, the originating record, its mapping version

and its relationship to the event it changes. A correction to the item identity

should link to the original reservation rather than silently turn it into an

unrelated request. A repeated message with the same business event identity

should be recognised as a repeat. A cancellation with a different identity still

requires an authority and scope check; it cannot be discarded merely because

the target has already received the item. The linked account must explain the

coexistence of reservation, physical receipt and commercial cancellation

without implying that any record can undo a physical event.

The operating model before the platform

I C M  /  R E SEA RC H  &  D E C I SI O N  ST U D I O 70



Illustrative event-lineage account at cutover

This original event account isolates the reconciliation question for each

relationship; it records no actual migration or inventory movement.

Illustrative event-lineage account at cutover

Business event Relationship to preserve Reconciliation question

Legacy reservation Original request and item mapping Does the target reservation refer to
the same obligation?

Target physical receipt Receipt evidence linked to the
migrated item

Has custody changed, regardless of
a later message arrival?

Late authorised cancellation Original request, instruction
authority and cancellation scope

Which obligation changes, and
which physical facts remain?

Repeated interface delivery The same business event identity
and preserved payload

Is this a replay or a distinct event
requiring its own decision?

The reviewer can examine this seam by replaying the preserved business events

in different arrival orders. The controlling record should retain the same

legitimate obligation when the events are unchanged; any order-dependent

result needs an explicit operating rule. Include a repeated delivery, an

authorised correction arriving after cutover and an event whose source identity

cannot be matched. The unmatched event belongs in an exception account

with its original payload and unresolved relationship, rather than in an

invented target identity. This is an author-designed acceptance scenario, not a

report that the fictional service has passed a test or that a production interface is

idempotent.

Reversal has a different consequence after dispatch. Restoring an earlier

software copy can reopen the request while equipment has already left the

store. The continuity record must therefore retain the dispatch fact, establish

the current custody question and identify the authorised next instruction. If a

receipt is disputed, a restored backup provides historical evidence but does not

settle custody. The event account supplies the specific acceptance and

reconciliation work that a delivery schedule must represent. It also identifies

what a cutover report should retain: the authoritative event chain, unmatched

events, decisions needed to reconcile them and the mapping version used. A

clean import count alone cannot discharge that work.

No migration has been performed

The materials migration is fictional. No actual mapping, record population,

recovery time or cutover success is measured. Companion model effort is

aggregate and supplies no migration calendar, skill allocation or service-level

assurance.
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Decision implications

Treat coexistence as an operating model.

Test meaning and authority alongside record transfer.

Rollback must preserve legitimate transition work.

• 

• 

• 

G O V E R N A N C E  A N D  A P P L I C AT I O N

A product and service operating charter

A project ends while a service continues

A project can complete its delivery scope while the resulting service remains

immature. The service needs continuing authority, funding, data maintenance,

support, change and exception handling. If these obligations are not assigned

before delivery closes, the organisation inherits a product whose operating

model depends on goodwill. The transition from project to service should

therefore be an explicit acceptance, not an administrative assumption that the

business will absorb whatever remains.

Consider a fictional industrial exception service introduced to join shipment

instructions, delivery evidence and commercial adjustments. The project

configures the workflow, imports current records and trains initial users. After

launch, new customer arrangements change the evidence required for

reconciliation. Data definitions need revision, operating teams need support

and a disputed case requires a policy decision. These are not necessarily project

defects. They are continuing service work that must be funded and owned if

the capability is to remain useful.

The service boundary should identify what outcome the service is responsible

for and where another service takes over. A case platform may prepare and

route evidence while finance retains commercial approval. A data service may

maintain identity meaning while operating teams confirm physical events. The

owner should be able to explain those relationships and obtain the decisions

needed to close the service's own cases. Ownership of a product backlog alone

does not establish control over the wider operating outcome.

A product backlog is a queue of possible changes, not a substitute for service

priorities. The team needs a way to compare a security correction, an operating

defect, a usability improvement and a new commercial feature. These items

affect different obligations. An undifferentiated list ranked by requester

Product governance needs a
service boundary
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enthusiasm can defer essential work or overcommit a scarce team. The service

governance should identify mandatory conditions and accountable tradeoffs

before treating every item as an optional enhancement.

The handover should also preserve what remains unresolved. If a migration

stage excludes complex cases or a benefit proposition remains untested, the

service owner needs that history. A final project report that describes only the

delivered screens can conceal important continuing conditions. Transparent

handover does not require retaining every programme detail indefinitely. It

requires the information needed to operate, challenge and change the service

responsibly.

Service handover acceptance

Close the project after a named service owner accepts the boundary,

continuing resources, shared obligations, user promise, unresolved

conditions and change authority. Preserve a usable independent challenge

route.

Funding should follow the obligation to act

A service owner can be accountable only if the owner can obtain the resources

and decisions needed to fulfil the service boundary. This may involve a direct

budget, an agreed shared-service arrangement or an escalation route for funded

changes. The important issue is a usable commitment. A title without a

resource path can produce a well-maintained list of unresolved needs while

leaving the service unable to respond.

The fictional exception service needs continuing support for case handling,

identity maintenance, rule changes and recovery. Some work is routine; some is

triggered by changed operating conditions. The funding record should

distinguish the baseline obligation from discretionary expansion. A new

dashboard may be optional while preserving an intelligible adjustment history

is necessary for the existing service. Treating both as competing features can

allow the organisation to spend on visible improvements while neglecting the

capability already promised.

Shared services require an explicit relationship. The exception service may

depend on a central identity team or infrastructure service. Its owner should

know what is provided, how changes are requested, which evidence is available

and what happens when the dependency fails. A broad assumption that central

IT will support the service is inadequate when the operating obligation has a

consequential exception. The shared provider's responsibilities and the

consuming service's responsibilities should meet at a defined interface.

The operating model before the platform

I C M  /  R E SEA RC H  &  D E C I SI O N  ST U D I O 73



The enterprise should avoid funding incentives that favour implementation

over continuing care. A programme may secure capital for a new product while

struggling to fund the data steward or operating support that makes it useful.

The result can be a cycle of replacement proposals whose underlying service

obligations remain unresolved. The investment committee should examine

whether a new platform is solving a genuinely new problem or re-purchasing

technology around an unfunded operating function.

The small companion model does not distinguish these funding categories. Its

cost and effort fields can contain a declared scope, but the author must identify

that scope and its limits. A selected capability is not proof that continuing

resources have been committed. The service approval should retain the actual

funding decision and the operating obligations that remain outside the

calculation.

Evidence and scope

The IIA Three Lines Model distinguishes management responsibilities from
independent assurance.

Evidence: Statements of Position: Three Lines Model

Set a service level that users can interpret

A service level should describe an obligation meaningful to its users. Technical

availability matters, but an accessible portal can still leave an unresolved

commercial case without a decision. The fictional exception service needs to

define what it promises: receiving a case, qualifying the question, obtaining an

authorised decision or communicating a controlled hold. Those are different

service outcomes, and each depends on different roles and evidence.

The service should distinguish its own obligation from outcomes it cannot

command. It may be able to promise that a disputed delivery receives an

accountable route and communication. It may not be able to promise that a

counterparty accepts the enterprise's position or that every dispute resolves

favourably. A service level that depends on an external decision should state the

qualification. Otherwise the owner can be held responsible for a result beyond

the service's actual authority.

The service also needs definitions for pauses and incomplete evidence. If a case

waits for a legitimate external record, the user should understand the current

state, next action and responsible role. A stopped clock in a dashboard can

conceal the case from accountability unless the operating obligation remains

visible. The goal is intelligible service handling, not the manipulation of a

metric through convenient exclusions.
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User communication is part of the service. A message saying that the system is

working does not answer whether the user's case may proceed. The interface

should explain whether the service has accepted the case, what question

remains unresolved and what action is permitted. This becomes particularly

important during incidents, migration or policy changes, when technical and

operating states can differ. The service owner should govern those

communications rather than treat them as incidental product copy.

The enterprise should test the service level through cases that it legitimately

refuses or holds. If users cannot understand a controlled refusal, the service

may encourage repeated submissions or informal bypasses. A clear route and

reason can improve operation even when the requested outcome is unavailable.

Service quality includes accountable handling of difficult outcomes, not only

rapid completion of routine ones.

Illustrative exception-service acceptance

Completed original handover record connects service ownership to

continuing work.

Illustrative exception-service acceptance

Service field Completed illustrative obligation

Boundary Qualify and route disputed shipment evidence; finance
retains commercial approval.

Continuing work Case handling, identity maintenance, rule change and
recovery reconciliation.

Funding path Baseline service resources and a defined route for
mandatory change.

Shared dependency Identity service provides governed meaning and a
controlled change route.

User promise Accountable case state, next action and permitted
work; no favourable dispute outcome promised.

Independent challenge Review actual difficult cases while operating ownership
remains with management.

Decision role Operating service owner accepts continuing
obligations under a funded sponsor commitment.

Evidence/status E-HANDOVER-CASE and E-SERVICE-FUNDING
are required and absent.

Event and stop authority Before project closure transfers production
responsibility, sponsor holds handover until service
acceptance.
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A product team can own the whole service

It can when its authority and resources genuinely span the operating boundary. If

commercial approval, physical events or data meaning sit elsewhere, those

relationships must be explicit. The title of product team does not settle the

boundary.

Challenge the service’s terminal state

A concrete assurance question is whether the service stops its obligation at the

event it actually promises to users. In the fictional shipment-exception service, a

credit proposal is drafted and the workflow marks the case resolved. Finance

has not approved the adjustment, and the customer has received only an

acknowledgement. A dashboard can show a shorter queue even though the

commercial decision remains open. The reviewer should trace a resolved case

back to the event that authorises closure and compare that event with the

service promise. This exposes a particular control failure that a general review

of responsibilities could miss.

The case file, finance approval and customer message answer different

questions. The case file shows what was investigated and proposed. The

approval establishes the enterprise's authorised commercial position under its

actual delegation. The customer message establishes what was communicated;

it does not by itself prove acceptance by the counterparty. If the service

promises to obtain and communicate an internal decision, its terminal state

should depend on those events. If it promises to maintain a route for an

externally disputed outcome, that continuing obligation must remain visible

after internal approval. The word resolved cannot safely carry both meanings

without distinguishing them.

Illustrative case-closure challenge matrix

The proposed test compares a visible status with the business event

needed for its declared meaning. The service is fictional and these tests

have not been performed.

Illustrative case-closure challenge matrix

Visible case claim Evidence to inspect Consequence if absent

Adjustment proposed Investigation and proposal linked
to the case

Preserve the investigation route; do
not imply finance approval.

Internal decision authorised Dated approval under the
applicable finance delegation

Keep the approval action pending
and identify its decision owner.

Decision communicated The actual user message linked to
the approved position

Retain the communication
obligation; do not infer
counterparty acceptance.
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A reviewer can reconstruct the transition from submitted case to proposed

adjustment, authorised decision and communication. Inspect the actual event

evidence and the workflow rule that changed the status, then compare the

result with the user's explanation. A case closed by proposal creation needs a

pending approval action rather than a retrospective claim that approval was

implicit. A customer acknowledgement should not be substituted for an

acceptance record. This illustrative trace does not establish an error rate or

show that every closed case is defective. It identifies the exact rule and affected

population that management must examine before claiming that the service's

closure state is reliable.

The response to such a finding should change observable handling. The

operating owner can correct the terminal-state rule, restore affected cases to an

accountable pending state and preserve the earlier event history. Finance

decides the commercial adjustment under its real authority; assurance tests

whether the correction connects the service promise to the controlling events.

Retest a case with approval absent, a case with approval present but

communication pending and a case with the declared closure event complete.

The distinction between those cases is the evidence for the specific correction.

Project closure, available funding and a functioning portal do not resolve this

terminal-state question.

No actual service acceptance is recorded

The handover is illustrative. No enterprise has committed the resources, accepted

the service level or undergone independent assurance. The companion model

selection does not establish a continuing funding decision.

Decision implications

Handover the service obligations, not only the product.

Fund the ability to respond to continuing change.

Preserve independent challenge without moving operating ownership.

• 

• 

• 
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G O V E R N A N C E  A N D  A P P L I C AT I O N

An exit-readiness worksheet

Procurement should buy a defined operating
contribution

A procurement should state the contribution a supplier is expected to make to

the operating capability. Product features matter, but they should be evaluated

against the intended service, information contract and continuing obligations.

A supplier can deliver a technically capable platform while the enterprise fails

to assign authority or maintain meaning. Conversely, a well-designed operating

model can fail if the purchased product cannot preserve required records or

support legitimate user conditions. The commercial scope should join these

responsibilities rather than assume either side supplies the other automatically.

In a fictional planning procurement, the enterprise seeks a service that

consumes governed availability information and supports an authorised

conflict-resolution route. It specifies controlling instruction history, qualified

unknowns and an intelligible exception case. A feature list that merely asks for

dashboards, APIs and workflow would not establish those operating

requirements. The evaluation should use a completed changed case to test

whether the proposed contribution fits the service.

The enterprise must retain its own obligations. It may provide data definitions,

approval rules, permitted users and a continuity decision. The supplier may

configure the product, implement interfaces and supply support evidence.

Shared tasks require clear acceptance and ownership. If data reconciliation is

ambiguously included, both parties may expect the other to perform it while

the investment case assumes it is complete. Procurement should resolve that

scope before pricing and approval, not after a failed migration test.

The service's mandatory conditions should remain visible during evaluation. A

weighted comparison can be useful for tradeable attributes, but should not

allow attractive optional features to compensate for an inability to preserve

controlling authority or required history. The enterprise should distinguish an

eligibility or acceptance condition from a preference. This study does not

prescribe a legal procurement process; it develops a decision record whose

categories should be adapted to applicable rules.

Procurement should test the
ability to leave
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The buyer should also examine the continuing service. Support, controlled

change, recovery evidence, export and transition obligations can be more

important to durability than a polished initial demonstration. The

procurement record should show how the provider's contribution remains

testable after implementation. A commercial promise should be interpreted

within its actual terms and applicable law, not inferred from a broad product

description.

Procurement approval and exit condition

Approve the defined contribution with tested operating evidence,

explicit scope, continuing support and a usable exit obligation. Keep

mandatory acceptance conditions separate from tradeable preferences

and preserve accepted dependence.

Evaluate through a meaningful demonstration

A demonstration should follow a case that contains the mechanism the

enterprise needs to test. The fictional buyer supplies a changed planning

instruction, an unresolved data identity and a later reconciliation. The provider

shows how its product preserves the relevant objects, states, authority and

history. The buyer then asks how the same case would be exported, corrected

or recovered. A routine transaction can establish usability within its narrow

scope; the difficult case exposes the operating fit.

Original operating procurement evidence schedule

Completed illustrative schedule separates buyer responsibilities, provider

contributions and acceptance evidence.

Original operating procurement evidence schedule

Requirement Enterprise obligation Provider contribution Acceptance evidence

Controlling history Define events and
authority

Preserve versions and
reasons

Changed case remains
intelligible.

Data meaning Govern identities and
availability states

Implement mappings and
interfaces

Unresolved meaning stays
qualified.

Exception service Own the decision and
escalation route

Support case handling Difficult case reaches
legitimate resolution.

Exit package Fund interpretation and
transition ownership

Provide agreed records
and documentation

Independent team
interprets exported case.

Continuing change Authorise operating-rule
revisions

Controlled
implementation and
support

Change preserves existing
decision evidence.
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The evaluation should distinguish supplied evidence from asserted capability.

A provider may describe a feature that requires later configuration or

additional integration. That can be a legitimate option, but it should remain a

conditional obligation with scope and acceptance criteria. The buyer should

not treat a presentation as evidence that the feature has been implemented for

its own service. The procurement record should identify what was actually

demonstrated and what remains to be built or tested.

The demonstration should also examine user conditions. An industrial user

may need intermittent connectivity, a particular input method or a view that

makes uncertainty legible. A generic desktop demonstration may be

inadequate for that work. The buyer should define the relevant conditions and

test them appropriately. Accessibility and usability should be evaluated with

actual task completion evidence where possible, rather than inferred from the

existence of a modern interface.

The evaluation team should include operating and information authority, not

only technical specialists. A technically valid record may conceal a meaning that

the enterprise cannot use. An apparently convenient approval route may

confer a power the user does not possess. The responsible roles should assess

those questions while specialists examine implementation. This does not mean

every decision requires a large committee. It means the relevant authority

should participate in the evidence that concerns its obligation.

The resulting evaluation should retain tradeoffs. A provider might offer a

strong integrated service with a significant exit burden, while another offers

easier portability with more implementation work. The enterprise should state

which tradeoff it accepts and why. An unexplained aggregate score can hide the

reason the chosen option fits the operating need. Transparent evaluation

connects attributes to a decision rather than using a number to replace the

decision's rationale.

Evidence and scope

The World Bank rated-criteria approach recognises price and non-price
evaluation attributes.

Evidence: Project Procurement: Rated Criteria

Exit is a service requirement before a dispute

Exit planning should define how the enterprise can preserve usable information

and operating continuity if the relationship changes. It should begin before

contract award because the relevant rights, records, configurations and support

obligations may be difficult to obtain later. The aim is not to presume that
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every supplier relationship will fail. It is to maintain a credible choice and

prevent the service's essential meaning from depending indefinitely on one

provider.

Data export should include what the operating decision requires. A current-

state extract may omit superseded instructions, identity relationships, approval

history or correction reasons. Those omissions can make the receiving record

unusable for reconciliation even when it imports successfully. The buyer

should define the required semantic package and test it through a meaningful

case. It should also state what documentation allows another team to interpret

the package independently.

Configuration and workflow knowledge can be material. If the service depends

on rules that only the provider can explain, transferring records alone may not

transfer the operating capability. The enterprise should identify which rules

and procedures need documentation, which can be replaced and which require

fresh acceptance in a new environment. The exit plan should avoid claiming

seamless continuity when the actual obligation is a controlled redesign.

The commercial arrangement should identify the permitted access and

transition contributions through its actual terms. This analysis cannot establish

a legal right by describing a desirable requirement. The enterprise needs

suitable commercial and legal review of the agreement, licences, data use and

termination provisions. The operating record provides questions and

acceptance evidence for that review. It does not substitute for interpretation of

an executed contract.

Exit also requires internal capability. Someone must maintain the dictionary,

assess the exported record, procure or operate the replacement and govern

transition. A provider can support those tasks, but an unfunded enterprise

owner cannot make them happen merely because the contract contains a

clause. The investment case should include the resources needed to preserve

and exercise the option.

Exit demands can increase price and delay

They can. The buyer should assess a proportionate obligation against the

consequence of dependence. A consciously accepted transition burden may be

reasonable; an undefined essential history or right should not be called portable

without evidence.
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A completed procurement decision with an
accepted limit

The fictional planning buyer chooses an integrated provider after testing the

changed-case workflow and export package. The provider preserves controlling

history and supports the required authority route. The buyer accepts that a

replacement would require controlled reconfiguration and a fresh operating

acceptance. It does not describe that dependence as eliminated. The approval

record states the accepted transition burden, its owner and the conditions for

later review.

The fictional procurement schedule completes a responsibility contrast

through the changed planning case. The buyer supplies the availability

dictionary and the real delegation; the provider preserves the prior instruction,

implements the authorised route and exposes the correction reason in export.

A missing dictionary is a buyer semantic gap. A missing prior version despite

an agreed preservation requirement is a provider contribution gap. An

imported history that neither team can interpret is a joined acceptance gap.

These diagnoses determine who must repair the record and what evidence can

discharge the obligation. A broad label such as data migration failure would

leave that distinction unresolved and could send the wrong work back to the

supplier.

The exit interpretation test asks an authorised receiving team to reconstruct the

changed case without assistance from the original implementation group. It

must identify the governing instruction, the correction relationship, the role

that made the decision and the unresolved outcome. A successful import with

an unexplained active flag fails that task even if every row transfers. The

fictional disposition retains the bounded pilot but leaves portability unproven

until the interpretation gap is resolved. If the missing object is contractually

unavailable, the commercial review must reassess dependence; if it is merely

undocumented, the work is documentation and interpretation. The two

failures need different responses despite producing the same unsuccessful exit

task.

The final procurement comparison retains an accepted dependence rather than

promising seamless exit. The integrated offer reduces present coordination but

requires controlled reconfiguration at replacement. The portable offer

preserves the required case history but transfers more interface and support

work to the buyer. The fictional buyer records the responsibility and transition

burden it chooses to carry; no price or vendor fact is invented. The future

review event is a change in the service's reliance on history or authority, because

that change can alter the accepted burden. This contribution makes exit a

comparison of performable operating arrangements, rather than another

general condition appended to an otherwise unchanged feature score.
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No contractual right or procurement compliance is established

The schedule is illustrative and institutional guidance retains its original scope.

Actual tender rules, licences, rights, commercial terms and legal effect require

applicable local review. No supplier has been evaluated or selected here.

Decision implications

Evaluate an operating contribution through difficult cases.

Assign buyer and supplier obligations explicitly.

Test meaningful exit before claiming portability.

• 

• 

• 

G O V E R N A N C E  A N D  A P P L I C AT I O N

An adoption evidence protocol

Adoption is changed work under actual
conditions

Adoption should describe whether people use the capability to perform the

intended work under real operating conditions. A login, training attendance or

installed application is narrower evidence. A user may open a service while

continuing to make decisions through an old informal route. Another user

may avoid the new service because it lacks the information or authority needed

for the task. The programme should examine the work pattern rather than

treat all low usage as resistance.

Consider a fictional field-inspection service. Inspectors collect equipment

observations, supervisors assess the findings and maintenance planners decide a

response. The product works well in a desk demonstration. In the field, users

have gloves, intermittent connectivity and competing safety demands. They

may record observations later from memory because the interaction is

impractical at the point of work. The investment can therefore create a digital

record while weakening its timeliness or context. Adoption design should test

those conditions before assigning a confident readiness judgment.

The programme should distinguish willingness, ability and permission. A user

may want to use the service but lack a suitable device or connection. A user

may have the device but lack authority to submit a consequential decision. A

user may be permitted but find the workflow inconsistent with the actual task.

Adoption depends on real work
conditions

15
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These conditions need different interventions. A training campaign can

improve understanding, but cannot resolve an absent operating power or an

inaccessible interaction.

The manager's behaviour matters because it establishes which route actually

governs work. If a supervisor continues to request a separate spreadsheet while

the new service is nominally mandatory, users must duplicate effort. If

performance conversations rely on the old record, the digital route may remain

a secondary reporting obligation. The operating owner should align the

decision process with the new service or explicitly retain the reason for parallel

work. Otherwise adoption is measured in a workflow that management itself

does not use.

The benefit proposition should therefore include a commitment to change

practice. The field-inspection service might require supervisors to assess the

digital case and planners to use its controlled identity and history. That

commitment should be funded and tested. The programme should not assume

that a convenient interface will cause operating behaviour to change

automatically or that every deviation indicates a user attitude problem.

Adoption release condition

Approve the bounded work pattern with usable interactions, actual

authority, downstream practice, training and support. Retain the

population and conditions of evidence. A login count or readiness

multiplier cannot prove adoption.

Design the task and its exception conditions

The interaction should support the user's task with an acceptable burden. A

field inspector needs to identify the equipment, record the observation and

communicate an urgent concern when necessary. Additional information may

be useful, but collecting it should have a purpose and an appropriate source. A

form that asks users for facts they cannot establish can produce missing or

invented values. The design should identify which information is required at

the point of work and which belongs to later qualified review.

The service should preserve uncertainty. If the inspector cannot recognise the

equipment confidently, the system should allow an unresolved identity case

with enough context for a competent role to resolve it. A required dropdown

that forces a selection can make the record look complete while undermining

its meaning. Usability and data quality meet at this point. The product should

make the honest route feasible rather than reward a plausible guess.
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Intermittent connectivity requires a defined operating condition. The

enterprise should state what can be recorded locally, what may be acted on

before synchronisation and what happens if a record conflicts with a later

update. An offline interface can improve access while creating new version and

authority questions. The programme should test those questions through a

changed case. It should not treat an offline feature as proof of continuity

without examining the information and decision obligations.

Accessibility should be considered in the actual task. Users may rely on

keyboard operation, assistive technology, clear contrast or text alternatives to

visual status. Industrial conditions can also limit attention and input precision.

The design should test whether the relevant person can complete the task and

understand uncertainty or a hold. Public technical criteria can guide

evaluation, but the enterprise must retain evidence of the specific service and

user conditions. Citing a Recommendation is not a conformity assessment.

The exception route should remain easy to use. If reporting an unresolved case

is much more burdensome than entering a guessed value, users may rationally

choose the wrong route under pressure. The operating design should reduce

avoidable friction while preserving necessary context and authority. This is a

task-design issue that joins interface, workflow and management. A training

reminder cannot reliably compensate for a poorly designed incentive.

Evidence and scope

The WCAG Recommendation specifies technical accessibility success criteria
and explicit conformance requirements.

Evidence: Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG) 2.2

Training should support a legitimate operating
change

Training is useful when it helps users understand and perform the changed

work. It should explain the purpose of the capability, the controlling meanings,

the user's decision power and the exception route. A product tour may

establish where buttons are located while leaving users uncertain about when

they may act. The programme should teach the operating task alongside the

interaction and verify that users can apply it to a realistic case.

The field-inspection service trains a routine observation, an urgent concern and

an unresolved identity. The supervisor practises receiving each type and making

the permitted response. The planner practises using a corrected identity

without losing the original observation history. This joins the roles that make

the capability useful. Training only inspectors would leave the downstream

service unprepared even if every inspector could complete the form.
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Template: Illustrative field adoption test

Explicitly labelled illustrative planning template. These questions identify

evidence to obtain; they are not a completed test, approval or measured

result. Completed commitment branches appear in chapters nineteen and

twenty-three.

Template: Illustrative field adoption test

Test condition Completed illustrative review question

Routine field task Can the user identify equipment and record the
observation under stated conditions?

Unresolved identity Can the user preserve uncertainty without guessing an
identifier?

Urgent concern Does the case reach an authorised operating response?

Connectivity change Does synchronisation preserve versions and permitted
actions?

Downstream use Do supervisors and planners use the controlled case for
their decisions?

Parallel burden Which old records remain necessary and what ends
coexistence?

Support should be available during the transition. A new user may encounter

an unanticipated task variant or a legitimate ambiguity in meaning. The service

needs a route that resolves the issue and feeds learning into design. If every

support case is labelled user error, the programme can miss a systematic defect.

Conversely, if every request becomes a new feature, the service can accumulate

unnecessary complexity. The owner should distinguish misunderstanding,

missing capability and an inappropriate operating rule.

Managers should remove or justify parallel obligations. A new service that

leaves old reports mandatory can increase burden and weaken the intended

benefit. Some coexistence may be necessary during a controlled transition. The

record should identify its purpose and exit condition. The programme should

avoid calling the added digital work an efficiency improvement while

continuing to require the same manual coordination indefinitely.

Training evidence should be interpreted carefully. Completion records show

participation. A task test supplies evidence within its scope. Actual operating

use supplies another kind of evidence and can reveal conditions the training

environment did not reproduce. The sponsor should combine these rather

than choose a convenient attendance metric as proof of adoption. This study

supplies no invented adoption percentage and does not treat its readiness

inputs as measured user behaviour.
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Users may still resist a useful service

They may. Examine legitimate concerns and incentives alongside skills and

behaviour. A tested useful service can still require management action; calling

every difficulty resistance before examining the work conceals avoidable design

defects.

A bounded field adoption review

The fictional sponsor reviews a pilot before wider release. The included task is a

routine inspection on recognised equipment, with urgent and unresolved cases

routed under defined rules. The review observes whether users can complete

the task under the stated field conditions and whether supervisors and planners

use the resulting case. It also examines the burden of parallel records and

support. The pilot is evaluated as an operating service rather than a device

distribution exercise.

The fictional adoption diagnosis compares how an unresolved equipment

identity behaves at a desk and at the inspection point. At the desk, the user can

consult the register and colleague; in the field, the forced selection converts

uncertainty into a plausible value. The repair preserves the observation and

location context while routing identity resolution to a qualified role. A separate

concern is a supervisor who still requests the old spreadsheet: that is a

downstream practice conflict, which a larger dropdown cannot solve. These

completed contrasts identify task burden and managerial duplication as

different causes. The account is authored reasoning, with no actual participant

or observed completion rate.

The bounded release record separates collection from consequent action.

Inspectors may capture observations with unresolved identity; supervisors may

receive and qualify the case; an identity-dependent maintenance instruction

remains unavailable until the relationship is accepted. This arrangement can

preserve timely evidence without granting action on a guessed asset. The

downstream test then introduces a corrected identity after an earlier

observation has reached the planner. The planner must retain the observation's

origin and revise only the affected instruction. If correction instead overwrites

the original observation, the service has made entry easier while weakening

traceability. The expansion question is thus a specific cross-role task, not a

general declaration that field users have adopted the product.

The completed work-pattern comparison has three intervention entries.

FIELD-ENTRY removes redundant re-entry and allows qualified uncertainty.

DOWNSTREAM-USE replaces the supervisor's duplicate request with the

controlling case when its scope permits. SUPPORT-RESOLUTION

distinguishes a misunderstood instruction from a missing identity function

and an inappropriate approval rule. Each entry names the work changed and
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the case that would contradict the proposed repair. More training is

appropriate for misunderstanding; it cannot supply absent semantics or

remove a management demand for parallel reporting. This diagnostic

instrument adds a practical choice among interventions while keeping any

broader benefit contingent on actual use, continuing support and the burden

displaced to other roles.

No actual user study or accessibility assessment is supplied

The field records are illustrative. Real task completion, accessibility, safety

conditions, device suitability and adoption require appropriate testing. The cited

Recommendation supplies criteria within its technical scope and does not certify

this hypothetical service or establish legal compliance.

Decision implications

Assess changed work, not only account activity.

Make the honest exception route usable.

Align management decisions and downstream practice with the service.

• 

• 

• 

G O V E R N A N C E  A N D  A P P L I C AT I O N

A digital benefits measurement plan

A metric should answer a decision question

Measurement is useful when it informs a decision about the service. A

deployment metric can show that an application was released. A usage metric

can show that people access it. An operating metric can show whether a case

reaches an accountable outcome. A financial measure can show a consequence

for expenditure or resources. These are connected layers of evidence, but one

cannot substitute automatically for another. A programme should preserve the

chain and the conditions linking it.

Consider a fictional planning service whose purpose is earlier resolution of

conflicting instructions. The owner needs to know whether conflicts are

identified, whether an authorised role resolves them and whether the resulting

plan remains intelligible to dispatch. A count of dashboard visits is relevant to

Metrics should distinguish
deployment and value
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exposure but does not answer those operating questions. A high visit count

could reflect usefulness, confusion or repeated attempts to obtain an answer.

Interpretation requires context and the underlying work pattern.

The measurement record should state the question, population, event

definition, data source and intended response. If the owner measures

unresolved conflicts, the definition should distinguish a genuinely open

decision from a case waiting for legitimate external evidence. If the owner

measures resolution, it should distinguish an authorised refusal from an

approval. Without those meanings, a trend can reward a change in classification

instead of a change in service performance.

The service should also identify who can act on the measure. A metric showing

recurring identity uncertainty may direct the data owner to repair meaning. A

metric showing unavailable decision coverage may direct an operating manager

to change the authority route. A broad service-quality score can obscure these

different mechanisms. The design should keep enough detail to direct a useful

action without collecting unrelated information simply because the platform

permits it.

No universal metric set can prove the benefit of every capability. The enterprise

should begin with its operating proposition and the decision it needs to make.

Standard indicators may support comparability within their scope, but they

should not displace the service's own mechanism. The fictional planning

service is assessed through conflict handling because that is the work its

investment intends to change.

Measurement for an authorised next decision

Define the question, population, event meaning, data source, context

and response owner. Preserve the layers between delivery and financial

consequence, and examine incentives that could conceal unresolved

work.

Keep the causal chain visible

The programme should distinguish delivery, use, operating effect and financial

consequence. Delivery establishes that a configured capability exists within its

tested scope. Use establishes that relevant users interact with it for stated work.

Operating effect concerns a changed decision or service outcome. Financial

consequence concerns a verified change in cost, revenue, resource use or

another financial quantity. A claim can be strong at one layer and weak at

another. The approval record should preserve that status.
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In the fictional planning service, a successful release can demonstrate that the

availability view and decision route work for a bounded case. Users may then

adopt that route. The next question is whether conflict resolution changes in a

useful way. Only after that can the enterprise examine a possible financial effect,

such as an actual change in purchased resources. Treating the initial release as

proof of the final financial effect skips the mechanism and the necessary

operating commitments.

Original layered measurement record

Completed illustrative plan for a bounded planning-service expansion

decision.

Original layered measurement record

Layer Question Evidence scope Decision use

Delivery Does the bounded
capability preserve
meaning and authority?

Actual tested case and
release scope

Accept or repair the
release.

Use Do relevant roles use the
intended route?

Defined population and
task evidence

Change task, support or
management practice.

Operating effect Are conflicts handled
accountably with useful
outcomes?

Case definitions and
contextual comparison

Revise or expand the
service proposition.

Financial consequence Has an actual resource or
expenditure changed?

Verified financial
evidence with attribution
limits

Revise the financial
benefit claim.

The causal account should acknowledge concurrent changes. Demand, staffing,

operating policy and another programme can affect the same outcome. A

favourable result during deployment is not automatically attributable to the

digital service. The evaluation should examine the relevant comparison and

context using methods appropriate to the question and available evidence. This

study does not invent a counterfactual or supply a numerical causal effect for

the fictional service.

Unexpected effects should remain visible. A service might improve decision

clarity while increasing the work of maintaining a shared record. That burden

could be justified, but should enter the evaluation. A measurement plan

focused only on the intended gain can miss displaced work. The sponsor

should examine the whole service boundary, including downstream

reconciliation and exceptions, before declaring a benefit realised.

The model's adjusted annual benefit remains an assumption until supported

through suitable evidence. Exact computation does not transform it into a

measurement. The model can help compare declared propositions and identify
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consequential assumptions. The evaluation determines what happened within

an actual service scope. Keeping those functions distinct permits a transparent

revision of the case when evidence differs from expectation.

Evidence and scope

The service manual connects intended benefits, hypotheses, data sources and
contextual interpretation of metrics.

Evidence: How to set performance metrics for your service

Interpret trends without rewarding concealment

Metrics can change behaviour. A target for rapid closure may encourage cases

to be marked complete before the operating obligation is resolved. A target for

fewer exceptions may discourage users from reporting uncertainty. A target for

greater automation may push ambiguous cases through rules whose authority

is inadequate. The service should examine these incentives and use definitions

that preserve the intended work rather than merely improve the displayed

number.

The fictional planning owner reviews a closed conflict case and asks what

closure means. If the case contains an authorised refusal and clear

communication, closure may be legitimate even though the requested plan did

not proceed. If the case was moved to an unowned support ticket, the

obligation remains unresolved. The metric should retain that distinction. The

owner should inspect cases as well as totals to understand whether the

classification reflects a useful outcome.

Improved visibility can initially increase reported problems. A new service may

reveal identity conflicts that were previously resolved informally or never

recorded. Interpreting the increase as deteriorating performance could

discourage reporting. Conversely, a declining count may reflect a narrower

population or suppressed entry rather than improvement. The record should

identify changes in definitions, coverage and reporting conditions alongside the

trend.

Data used for measurement should be fit for the question. A technical event

log may show when a message arrived but not when an authorised decision

occurred. A manual review may reveal meaning but cover only a selected

population. Each source has a scope. The measurement record should state that

scope and preserve qualifications rather than present all data as a complete

objective portrait of the service.

The review cadence should follow the decision. An urgent service condition

may need prompt monitoring and an operational response. A broader benefit

assessment may need enough operating evidence to distinguish a meaningful
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effect from contextual variation. This analysis supplies no arbitrary review

frequency. The enterprise should choose it for the consequence, evidence

availability and decision authority, and revisit it when the service changes.

Leaders need a small dashboard

A concise dashboard can be useful when its measures retain clear definitions and

link to case evidence. Brevity should summarise the operating question rather

than collapse different layers into a single unexplained score.

A completed measurement decision record

The fictional sponsor defines the next investment decision as whether to

expand the planning service beyond its bounded pilot. The evaluation asks

whether users resolve the included conflict type through the authorised route,

whether controlling meaning remains intelligible and what continuing burden

the service creates. Deployment and usage evidence support the assessment but

do not replace the operating questions. The financial benefit remains

provisional until an actual consequence is established.

The fictional measurement record compares classification flows rather than

inspecting a total in isolation. A submitted conflict reaches an authorised

refusal, an accepted revised plan or an unresolved external-evidence wait. These

terminal and pending states remain distinct. If a dashboard's open count falls

because waits move into a support queue, the underlying operating obligation

has not disappeared. If it falls because refusals are now communicated and

closed under the promise, the change may be legitimate even though approvals

have not increased. The completed account therefore links each departure from

the queue to its event evidence. It identifies the mechanism a case review must

verify before interpreting an improved trend.

The sponsor adds a burden-location contrast. The proposed service can reduce

planner reconstruction while increasing data-steward correction work. An

assessment restricted to planners would call the change efficient; a service-wide

account must examine both duties and the usefulness of the resulting

decisions. The fictional disposition retains decision clarity as a separate

proposed effect and leaves the resource benefit unresolved. A later reduction in

purchased support could support a financial claim, while reassignment of staff

effort alone supports a different resource-use account. This is an adverse branch

capable of changing scope or funding, not a request to accept every digital

improvement as a saving.

The measurement packet records the chosen interpretation: open-conflict

movement is descriptive until its event classifications are verified; planner

burden and data-maintenance burden are assessed together; annual benefit

remains a supplied model assumption. A definition change receives a separate
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history entry so earlier and later totals are not presented as continuous

performance without a bridge. Where old event detail is unavailable, the packet

states that limitation instead of inventing a restated series. The contribution is

a reconciliation between what the service counts and what the service promises.

It yields concrete repair work, such as recovering an unowned pending case,

before a broad score or financial narrative can be trusted.

No service trend or causal effect is measured

The measurement record is illustrative. No actual population, time series,

counterfactual or financial consequence is supplied. Model annual benefit remains

a declared assumption and cannot substitute for evaluation.

Decision implications

Measure the decision mechanism the investment intends to change.

Keep delivery and financial consequence distinct.

Inspect meanings and incentives alongside trends.

• 

• 

• 

G O V E R N A N C E  A N D  A P P L I C AT I O N

A pilot decision framework

A pilot should confront the weak link

A pilot is valuable when it reduces uncertainty that matters to the next

decision. Demonstrating the easiest visible component may create confidence

without examining the benefit's weakest dependency. The sponsor should

identify where the proposition could fail and design the pilot to confront that

mechanism. If data meaning is uncertain, a polished interface demonstration is

not the decisive test. If adoption depends on an operating manager's action, a

technical integration test is insufficient.

Consider a fictional exception service whose benefit depends on a receiving

team supplying usable evidence and finance making an authorised adjustment.

The product can join records effectively. The weak link may be that receiving

evidence is ambiguous or that the commercial decision route is unavailable. A

pilot should include a disputed case that requires those obligations. Otherwise

the programme can pass a routine match while leaving the end-to-end

capability untested.

Pilots must challenge the
weakest mechanism
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The pilot should state its intended learning before beginning. It might examine

whether an unresolved identity can be routed without a guessed value, whether

a changed instruction remains intelligible or whether the service owner can

obtain a legitimate decision. These are specific questions with useful outcomes.

A broad objective to validate the platform can become unfalsifiable because

every favourable feature is treated as success while inconvenient findings are

deferred as later enhancements.

The included population should match the learning question. A bounded case

type can be appropriate, but its success should not be presented as enterprise-

wide acceptance. The sponsor should preserve which conditions were present,

which were excluded and which were simulated. A controlled exercise can

establish some aspects of the decision route while leaving actual workload or

user behaviour uncertain. The record should retain those limits rather than

turn every completed exercise into operational readiness.

A pilot can legitimately conclude that the proposition should stop or change.

Discovery may show that a policy intervention is more useful than the

proposed product, or that the continuing burden exceeds the expected benefit.

The sponsor should make these decisions possible before the pilot begins. A

learning stage whose only permitted outcome is expansion is an

implementation stage with a different label.

Pilot learning and release charter

Identify the weak link, included population, contrast logic, actual

evidence and possible decisions before testing. Preserve unsuccessful cases

and qualify workarounds. A pilot should be able to change the

investment proposition.

Design contrasts that reveal a mechanism

The pilot should include contrasts that help distinguish why a case succeeds or

fails. The fictional exception service can compare a routine recognised delivery

with a changed-instruction case and an unresolved-identity case. The purpose

is not to manufacture a statistical conclusion from an arbitrary small set. It is to

expose different obligations and identify what further evidence is required.

Each contrast should have a stated mechanism and a clear interpretation

boundary.

A useful contrast holds irrelevant conditions stable where possible. If the

programme changes identity meaning, approval policy and interface

simultaneously, a favourable result may be hard to interpret. In some operating

settings a combined intervention is necessary. The record should then state that
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the evidence concerns the bundle rather than attribute the result to a single

feature. The same principle governs the frozen model comparisons, where

changed and held-constant fields are explicitly retained.

The pilot should preserve unsuccessful cases. An unresolved substitution or

unavailable authority role can be the most informative record. Removing it

from the evaluation because it falls outside a routine route conceals the service

boundary that the investment must address. The sponsor can narrow scope

consciously, but should not rewrite the original population after seeing a

difficult result without recording the change and its reason.

The programme should distinguish a workaround that restores continuity

from a demonstrated service capability. Senior programme attention may

resolve a case during a pilot. That does not prove ordinary operating coverage.

A manual reconciliation may be acceptable within a bounded stage, but its

burden and exit condition should remain visible. The evaluation should

describe what actually made the case work rather than assign success to the

platform automatically.

Evidence collection should be proportionate and governed. The team needs

enough detail to explain decisions and burdens, while avoiding unnecessary

personal or commercially sensitive information. The service owner should

know how evidence is accessed, retained and challenged. The pilot itself should

follow the operating principles it intends to test, rather than create an

exceptional information practice that cannot continue in real service use.

Evidence and scope

The Magenta Book connects evaluation planning with explicit questions and
learning.

Evidence: Magenta Book: Central Government guidance on evaluation

Set a release decision before examining the result

A release decision should identify the conditions required for the intended next

scope. The fictional service needs recognised identity, controlling instruction

history, an authorised adjustment route and a funded exception owner. Some

conditions may be mandatory; others may be tradeable or staged. The sponsor

should record the distinction before reviewing pilot results so that a favourable

demonstration cannot compensate silently for an unmet essential obligation.

The decision should distinguish expansion, repair, narrowing and stopping.

Expansion is appropriate when evidence supports the next scope and

continuing commitments exist. Repair addresses a specific mechanism while

preserving the proposition. Narrowing limits the included population or
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outcome to what can be supported. Stopping recognises that the intended

benefit or operating burden no longer justifies the proposed service. These are

substantive decisions, not different ways to describe inevitable rollout.

Template: Illustrative weak-link pilot record

Explicitly labelled illustrative planning template. These questions identify

evidence to obtain; they are not a completed test, approval or measured

result. Completed commitment branches appear in chapters nineteen and

twenty-three.

Template: Illustrative weak-link pilot record

Pilot field Completed illustrative position

Decision to inform Whether to expand an exception service beyond the
bounded case population.

Weak mechanism Receiving evidence and authorised dispute resolution.

Contrasts Routine recognised delivery, changed instruction and
unresolved identity.

Workaround qualification Senior intervention is recorded and not treated as
ordinary coverage.

Release condition Usable evidence route, legitimate authority and funded
owner.

Possible result Expand, repair, narrow or stop according to the
mechanism evidence.

The pilot may reveal uncertainty that cannot be resolved within its original

scope. The sponsor should decide whether additional evidence is worth

obtaining and what decision it will support. An indefinite pilot can consume

resources without converging on an authorised choice. The next learning stage

should have a clear question and boundary, just as the first did. This study

supplies no arbitrary duration or sample size because those depend on actual

consequence and evidence requirements.

The release record should identify who accepts residual limitations. A

technology team may accept a bounded technical condition while an operating

manager accepts a continuity burden. Neither should be assumed to accept the

other's consequence. If a condition spans roles, the sponsor should secure the

joined commitment. A general steering-group minute saying proceed may be

too vague to establish the necessary operating powers and resources.

The final decision should preserve the evidence, its scope and the reasons for

the choice. It should not recast an incomplete learning stage as a completed

transformation. A transparent release can proceed with limits while identifying

what remains to be learned. That makes the service's current status intelligible

to users and future reviewers.
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A pilot cannot reproduce every operating condition

It does not need to. It should state which question it can answer and which

conditions remain untested. Expansion should obtain the additional evidence

required for its wider scope rather than infer universal readiness from a bounded

result.

A weak-evidence pilot that changes the
proposition

The fictional exception pilot demonstrates a good routine match but struggles

with a disputed receiving record. The difficulty is not interface performance. It

is the absence of a defined receiving evidence decision and a legitimate route to

resolve the dispute. The sponsor therefore changes the next stage from broad

platform rollout to a bounded evidence and authority service. The platform

remains a possible implementation component, but the operating prerequisite

becomes explicit.

The revised fictional pilot completes a difficult-case matrix. ROUTINE-

MATCH links an accepted receiving event to an internal adjustment proposal.

CHANGED-INSTRUCTION retains the superseded instruction and asks

which event governs the claim. DISPUTED-RECEIPT leaves the receiving

outcome unresolved and tests whether the exception owner can obtain a

legitimate decision. Each case has a different possible result; resolving the first

supplies no evidence that the third can be closed. The matrix keeps the

disputed case within the operating route instead of sending it to an unowned

help request. Its next contribution is a test of whether the proposed service

remains useful when the favourable routine path is unavailable.

The pilot account records rescue work separately from ordinary coverage. If a

senior manager locates the receiving evidence through personal contacts, the

case may advance, but the standard exception service has not yet demonstrated

that capability. The sponsor asks whether the same evidence can be obtained

through the funded route when that manager is absent. If yes, the intervention

may become a repeatable service obligation. If no, broad rollout would depend

on scarce informal access. This comparison can change the investment

proposition even when the displayed case outcome is successful. It treats a

workaround as information about a missing mechanism rather than as proof

that the mechanism already exists.

The fictional pilot disposition reads: routine match suitable for the bounded

implementation question; disputed receiving route requires design; senior

rescue is excluded from ordinary service evidence; wider financial effect remains

untested. The next stage is case and authority design for the weak relationship,

rather than repetition of the successful product demo. If the enterprise already
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has a funded dispute service whose scope covers the case, the stage can test that

connection and avoid creating a duplicate team. This counterbranch makes the

method proportionate. The contribution is a pilot decision that localises the

missing mechanism and can also discover that an existing mechanism is

sufficient, without turning every uncertainty into another indefinite pilot.

No empirical pilot result is reported

Every case in this chapter is authored for reasoning. No actual participant,

sample, performance result or causal inference is supplied. The completed record

is a design aid for a real evaluation, not evidence that one has occurred.

Decision implications

Test the weakest benefit dependency.

Preserve contrasts, failures and workaround limits.

Make repair, narrowing and stopping legitimate outcomes.

• 

• 

• 

G O V E R N A N C E  A N D  A P P L I C AT I O N

A lifecycle funding and accountability model

Fund the life of the capability

A digital capability has a life beyond implementation. It must be operated,

changed, protected, assessed and eventually retired or replaced. The investment

record should identify these obligations even when detailed estimates are

incomplete. A platform can be delivered within its implementation budget

while becoming unsustainable because continuing data maintenance,

exception handling or security work has no resource owner. Lifecycle funding

should follow the service's obligations rather than the accounting convenience

of a project boundary.

Consider a fictional shared operating-record service. Implementation creates

identities, publishes permitted states and connects consumers. Operation

maintains meaning and resolves defects. Change introduces new uses and

revised rules. Security protects access and supports response and recovery.

Retirement preserves required history and removes active dependencies. These

Funding must cover ongoing
ownership

18

The operating model before the platform

I C M  /  R E SEA RC H  &  D E C I SI O N  ST U D I O 98



phases are not isolated handoffs: a new consumer can change security exposure,

operating workload and future exit burden at the same time. The funding

decision should examine the relationships.

The programme should state which costs are included in its declared capability

cost and which remain outside. The companion model has one cost field and

one aggregate effort field. It does not automatically forecast recurring

expenditure or retirement work. An author can choose a consistent cost scope

for a comparison, but should not claim that the output represents a lifecycle

total unless the input genuinely includes that scope and the method is

appropriate. This study uses the model as an implementation ranking aid with

explicit limits.

Funding should also identify the source of authority for continuing decisions.

A service owner may need to obtain resources for mandatory security work, a

changed operating rule or a data correction. If all change competes with

optional features in an unfunded backlog, the service can accumulate

unresolved obligations. The sponsor should define a viable resource and

escalation path. An operating commitment is credible when the owner can act

on the conditions it is responsible for.

The lifecycle record should preserve uncertainty without hiding it. Early

estimates may be broad and conditional. The enterprise can authorise discovery

to improve them or approve a bounded stage with limits. It should state which

questions remain unresolved and when they affect the next decision. Treating

an unestimated obligation as zero creates a more precise-looking case while

weakening its operating truth.

Lifecycle funding approval

State cost scope, continuing obligations, shared-consumption rules,

resource authority and retirement evidence. Treat unestimated work as

an unresolved condition rather than an implicit zero.

Shared capabilities create continuing
consumption obligations

A shared service can reduce duplication, but it needs rules for new consumers

and changing demand. A capability already selected in the app is not

automatically free to expand. The operating-record service may need additional

support, new semantic work or revised recovery arrangements when another

business unit joins. The investment should identify who assesses that change

and how its burden is funded. Otherwise local projects can consume shared

capacity while leaving the central owner unable to maintain it.
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The enterprise should distinguish baseline service from incremental

consumption. Some obligations exist regardless of the number of consumers.

Others depend on the complexity of new meanings, interfaces or operating

conditions. This analysis supplies no invented scaling coefficient. It requires the

service owner to identify the mechanism and obtain actual estimates where

material. A flat shared-service label should not conceal work that grows with

each new use.

Original lifecycle obligation register

Completed illustrative service responsibilities. No actual cost estimate or

retention period is supplied.

Original lifecycle obligation register

Phase Continuing obligation Accountable relationship Evidence for decision

Implement Configure, reconcile and
accept bounded meaning

Project and service
owners join handover

Actual changed-case
acceptance.

Operate Maintain meaning,
support and exceptions

Data, technology and
service owners

Current service and case
evidence.

Change Assess new consumers and
revised rules

Service owner obtains
funded authority

Impact and acceptance
record.

Protect and recover Govern access, response
and meaningful
restoration

Security and operating
roles join decisions

Actual scoped exercises
and control evidence.

Retire Preserve required history
and remove active
dependence

Sponsor with relevant
operating and specialist
review

Usable history package
and consumer transition.

Funding allocation can influence behaviour. If a local project sees shared data

maintenance as free, it may propose uses whose burden falls elsewhere. If every

consumer is charged for a fully duplicated platform, the enterprise may

discourage a useful common capability. The decision should examine actual

obligations and incentives, while avoiding a universal allocation rule

unsupported by context. The objective is a sustainable service relationship, not

a particular internal pricing ideology.

A shared owner should have a defined acceptance route for a new consumer.

The route examines identity meaning, permitted access, change impact,

support and recovery. It should not become an arbitrary barrier to useful work.

Its purpose is to preserve the service's commitments as scope expands. A

consumer that cannot meet a requirement may proceed through an explicitly

qualified stage if the appropriate authority accepts the limit and funds

resolution.

The app's dependency closure can expose that a target requires a shared

capability. The model does not infer the continuing consumption agreement.

The operating record should therefore sit beside the frozen calculation and
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identify which commitments make the selected bundle usable. Exact arithmetic

and sustainable service governance complement each other; neither completes

the other's work.

Evidence and scope

The Orange Book connects risk management with accountable governance and
decision making.

Evidence: The Orange Book: Management of Risk, Principles and Concepts

Plan retirement before the record becomes an
orphan

Retirement should remove a service's active obligations deliberately while

preserving information that remains needed. A product can be switched off

while its records still explain commercial adjustments, operating decisions or

historical events. The enterprise should identify the required retention,

interpretation and access arrangements under applicable obligations. This

study does not prescribe a retention period or legal rule. It identifies the

operating questions that a real review must resolve.

The shared operating-record service may have consumers that are not visible in

the original application inventory. A local report, exported reconciliation or

informal workflow can depend on its meaning. Retirement assessment should

examine those uses and decide whether they are legitimate obligations,

replaceable practices or unnecessary duplication. Simply removing every

informal use can eliminate an essential control; preserving every use indefinitely

can prevent change. The owner should document the reasoning.

Historical records need an interpretation context. An exported identifier

without the dictionary, controlling version or correction history may be

difficult to understand after the original service closes. The retirement plan

should preserve what makes material decisions intelligible. It should also

govern access and minimise unnecessary information. Durability does not

mean indefinite unrestricted retention of every field.

Retirement can create a new operating burden. A replacement may require

reconciliation, temporary coexistence or a fresh acceptance of authority. The

enterprise should fund that work rather than assume the new product's

implementation price includes every transition obligation. The exit record

from procurement and the migration record from chapter twelve can supply

the relevant questions. Lifecycle planning joins these records before a

commercial or technical deadline makes the choice urgent.
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The retirement decision should have a named authority and acceptance

evidence. The service owner identifies dependencies and records; appropriate

operating, technical and legal roles assess their requirements. The authorised

sponsor decides the action and residual obligations. A technical

decommissioning checklist is useful within that process, but cannot alone

establish that the enterprise no longer needs the service's meaning or decision

history.

Lifecycle estimates are uncertain at inception

They are. Authorise proportionate learning or bounded commitment and

disclose the uncertainty. A useful early record identifies the obligation and next

decision even when it cannot yet supply a mature estimate.

A completed lifecycle responsibility record

The fictional sponsor records implementation, operation, change, security and

retirement responsibilities for the operating-record service. Technology owns

the configured platform. The data owner governs meaning and correction.

Consuming service owners identify their use and acceptance conditions. A

sponsor provides the continuing resource route. These obligations are distinct

even if some roles are combined. The record makes the cost boundary and

shared consumption assumptions visible.

The new planning consumer creates a completed marginal-obligation record.

Its current-state lookup can reuse the shared record. Its need to reconstruct

superseded instructions adds interpretation and support work. Its urgent

release decisions require a coverage arrangement beyond the existing reporting

service. These burdens are separate from the initial cost of establishing the

common platform. The fictional service owner accepts investigation of reuse

but does not treat the new consumer as free merely because the prerequisite

already exists. If the consumer can use the existing bounded state without those

added duties, the incremental obligation narrows. This comparison exposes the

difference between available infrastructure and a shared service that has

committed to the new use.

The retirement instrument tests a changed case after the original product is

unavailable. A remaining adjustment references a superseded instruction and

an earlier approval. The receiving archive must preserve the dictionary,

relationships and permitted access needed to interpret that decision. A current-

state export that loses the superseded instruction would leave the commercial

question unresolved; keeping the live product indefinitely would retain

another resource burden. The fictional sponsor therefore compares an

interpretable archive with continued active operation and identifies the missing
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interpretation package. No retention period, actual right or expenditure is

asserted. The test concerns a surviving obligation, which determines whether

retirement has actually ended the service's work.

The completed lifecycle disposition distinguishes baseline service, added

consumer duty and surviving historical obligation. Baseline support maintains

the promised current cases. A new consumer needs its own accepted increment.

Retirement removes active processing only after the remaining interpretation

route is usable. A mandatory correction to an existing promise does not

compete on equal terms with an optional dashboard; an additional promise

does not inherit funding simply because the product is already installed. These

classifications direct different resource choices. The contribution is an

incidence account of continuing work that can reveal a replacement proposal

aimed at an unfunded service function, rather than another generic call to

appoint an owner after implementation.

No lifecycle valuation or obligation is established

The register is illustrative. Actual costs, retention duties, service capacity and

resource authority require local evidence and appropriate review. The companion

app does not forecast lifecycle cash flows or certify continuing funding.

Decision implications

Fund operation and change alongside implementation.

Accept new shared-service consumers deliberately.

Retire meaning and dependencies through an authorised record.

• 

• 

• 

G O V E R N A N C E  A N D  A P P L I C AT I O N

A staged transformation roadmap

Sequence the commitment as well as the
capability

A capability sequence and an authorised commitment are different objects.

The Transformation map can produce a conditional selected set from declared

dependencies and resource envelopes. The enterprise must decide what it may

commit to doing with that set. A production service may require tested

identity, legitimate authority, operating support and an accepted continuity

Transformation should be
sequenced by constraints

19
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route. A bounded discovery stage may require a narrower commitment to

obtain evidence. The synthesis proposed in this study joins the calculated

candidate to those distinct commitment conditions.

Established appraisal, evaluation, quality-assurance and risk guidance supplies

the scoped principles. The authored synthesis connects an operating capability

to declared dependencies, a reproduced resource choice, its absent acceptance

evidence and a bounded decision branch. Its cases show where this chain

changes the act compared with treating a ranking as permission. The

contribution is that demonstrated distinction; no replacement of the guidance

or empirical superiority in a real enterprise is claimed.

Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

The fictional sponsor considers the reference programme and a constrained

alternative. In the reference, the app selects data, ownership, exception service

and planning, with cost 370.00 USD thousands, effort 34.00 person-months

and adjusted assumed annual benefit 251.65 USD thousands. The nominal

available effort is 40.00 person-months. That is a coherent calculation under its

declared input, but the sponsor must verify whether that envelope actually

represents the relevant operating and delivery capacity.

Original diagram: calculation to authorised commitment

Inspect the original relationships within the captioned scope.

Original synthesis of the completed illustrative decision branches. Computation is actual for

authored inputs; the enterprise roles and operating evidence obligations are fictional. The

gate changes the commitment rather than decorating a numerical recommendation.
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Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

The effort-constrained case changes only the available aggregate effort to 24.00

person-months. The engine selects data, ownership and exception service. It

reports cost 270.00 USD thousands, effort 24.00 person-months and adjusted

assumed annual benefit 149.65 USD thousands. Remaining budget is 230.00

USD thousands while remaining effort is 0.00 person-months. The unused

budget is not evidence that planning can proceed. The explicit effort constraint

directs a different intervention than a generic request for more capital.

The comparison identifies the binding declared resource, so the sponsor cannot

treat the full reference sequence as executable within a smaller effort envelope.

It also leaves operating questions open: whether ownership is actually

delegated, data fits the included use and the exception owner can run the

service. Selected capability names establish none of those propositions. Assign

each as an evidence obligation for the next commitment.

Calculation-to-commitment synthesis

Accept the conditional analytical result, then choose an authorised

commitment branch with a named role, bounded use, evidence identity

and status, release event and stop authority. Public guidance supplies

principles; the original case chain shows why the branch can differ from

the numerical selection.

Walk the intervention through the exact cases

The sponsor's proposed intervention is a bounded exception-service discovery

supported by identity and ownership work. The purpose is to test the

controlling meaning and authority route before production automation. The

analytical basis is the effort-constrained input and exact output, not a claim

that its benefit is measured. The selected data, ownership and exception

capabilities form the candidate scope. The sponsor limits the approved action

to investigating and demonstrating their operating mechanism; the model's

annual benefit remains a conditional assumption.

Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

The operations-ready alternative changes only the operations readiness

judgment within the full reference envelope. It selects data, ownership,

exception service and operations, costing 450.00 USD thousands and

consuming 40.00 person-months, with adjusted assumed annual benefit 309.25

USD thousands. That attractive quantity does not fit the constrained case's

available aggregate effort. It also rests on an assumed operations readiness uplift

rather than on evidence that the uplift has occurred. The sponsor should not

import the higher result while ignoring those changed conditions.
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Illustrative. The budget-constrained case supplies a useful contrast. It selects the

same data, ownership and exception set as the effort-constrained case, but

retains 16.00 person-months of effort and only 30.00 USD thousands of

budget. Identical selected names do not mean identical diagnosis. In one case

effort blocks expansion; in the other cost does. The remedy should address the

declared binding condition and still preserve operating gates. A broad

statement that the organisation is not ready loses this distinction.

The intervention therefore has a concrete next event: before any pilot release

that permits an automatic operating or commercial decision, the sponsor

requires accepted identity meaning, documented real authority and a funded

exception route. Discovery may proceed to obtain those records. Production

remains held while they are absent. The event boundary is more useful than an

arbitrary calendar deadline unsupported by an actual project schedule. It tells

the service owner which action is prohibited and which evidence can release it.

If discovery establishes that the required authority cannot be secured, the

sponsor must revise or stop the intended capability. If data acceptance supports

only a narrower population, the next approval can remain bounded to that

population. If effort becomes genuinely available, a new declared input can test

the resource sequence, but that change does not erase the evidence gates. The

synthesis preserves both conditional calculation and authorised work through

the intervention rather than collapsing them into a single readiness score.

Complete the decision branches

The fictional investment chair accepts the analytical candidate and bounded

learning purpose supported by the frozen effort-constrained input/output pair

and its exact common-engine reproduction. That evidence establishes the

declared resource choice, with production testing unestablished. The chair

assigns the operating service owner to obtain the missing service evidence

before seeking release. Neither the model's implementation amount nor an

unestimated discovery budget is authorised; each resource commitment

requires its own approval.

Hold production while E-ID-MEANING, E-AUTHORITY and E-

EXCEPTION-SERVICE are required but absent. They identify use-specific

identity acceptance, actual delegation with coverage and a funded usable

exception service. The worksheet records missing requirements, with no

fabricated documents. The sponsor's stop authority prohibits dependent

production use until those conditions are met. This defined hold is a

completed decision; it leaves the evidence question unresolved.
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Completed illustrative sponsor branch record

Filled decision record for the exact cases. Actual computational evidence is

separate from explicitly absent operating evidence. No real committee

approval is asserted.

Completed illustrative sponsor branch record

Branch and role Evidence identity/status Bounded action and stop event

Accepted: fictional investment
chair

effort-constrained.input/output;
exact canonical reproduction

Accept analytical shortlist and
bounded discovery of identity,
authority and exception
mechanism.

Held: operating service owner E-ID-MEANING; required, not
supplied

No production decision use before
accepted identity evidence for the
included population.

Held: operating sponsor E-AUTHORITY; required, not
supplied

No automatic approval before real
delegation and coverage are
documented.

Held: service funding owner E-EXCEPTION-SERVICE;
required, not supplied

No production release before
funded case ownership and
continuity are accepted.

Rejected basis: investment chair operations-ready sensitivity;
reproducible assumption, no
acceptance evidence

Do not treat readiness uplift as
proof of production acceptance.

Revision authority: investment
chair

New bounded operating records
and revised declared input

Reassess or stop before widening
use; service owner retains the hold
until explicit release.

The unsupported-readiness branch is rejected as an approval basis. The

operations-ready numerical result is reproducible, but the readiness change is a

declared sensitivity assumption. No operating record establishes that change in

the fictional enterprise. The investment chair refuses to use the uplift alone as

proof of implementation acceptance. This does not reject the operations

capability permanently. It rejects a specific argument for commitment whose

necessary evidence is absent.

The final branch is revision. If discovery produces bounded usable evidence,

the service owner may propose a narrower production population with actual

authority and support. The sponsor then assesses that scope and its resource

input as a new controlled decision. If evidence contradicts the benefit

mechanism, the proposition changes or stops. The record preserves the event,

role, evidence identity and permitted action for each branch, making the next

step executable within the fictional governance design.

Test whether the operating gates change commitment: the same calculated set

supports discovery and leaves production held. If the record merely adds

cautions without changing a branch, the synthesis has supplied no decision
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distinction. Its use also depends on the authorised owner maintaining that

boundary. The completed fictional branches demonstrate the design, with no

guarantee of real organisational behaviour.

Gates can become bureaucratic labels

They can if no action changes when evidence is absent. The demonstration holds

production and rejects the unsupported uplift while permitting bounded

discovery. A gate should govern a specific commitment through a usable

authority, not merely add a warning to a recommendation.

Preserve the conditions under changed pressure

The fictional sponsor then faces pressure to accelerate because a broader

platform procurement is already planned. The decision record does not require

delaying every technical action. It allows preparatory work that does not imply

production acceptance, subject to its own resource and continuity approval. It

retains the prohibition on automatic operating decisions while identity and

authority evidence remain absent. This separates a legitimate delivery option

from an unsupported claim that the operating capability is complete.

The fictional sponsor tests the supplier's proposed shortcuts against their exact

mechanism. A configured workflow can block an unauthorised role, but it

cannot establish which real delegation grants that role a power. A mandatory

identity field can prevent an empty submission, but it can force an

unsupported selection if qualified unknowns are unavailable. The remedy

therefore depends on the failure: establish and implement the authority route,

or preserve unresolved identity and its resolution service. Buying another

workflow feature would not necessarily repair either object. This comparison

converts platform pressure into specific design questions while retaining the

held production branches from the completed record.

The accepted shortlist also receives a delivery challenge by prerequisite. Identity

work needs access to the relevant operating records and qualified

interpretation. Authority work needs an available decision sponsor. Exception

design needs receiving and finance participants in the same case exercise.

Aggregate person-months can cover their declared total while those specialised

contributions never coincide in a useful window. The fictional chair therefore

requests a dependency delivery account before converting the shortlist into an

execution promise. If an existing funded team can supply the contributions

within the relevant sequence, the account can reuse that commitment; if it

cannot, the selected capability remains an analytical candidate. No new

calendar or resource quantity is invented.
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The completed transfer from shortlist to commitment has a specific outcome:

preserve the canonical resource candidate, use bounded discovery to resolve the

case relationships, and retain production holds attached to the absent records.

New discovery evidence is classified by consequence. Accepted identity changes

the permissible population; an actual delegation changes the route; funded

exception coverage changes service continuity; a revised assumption changes

only the analytical input until its operating meaning is established. This

prevents a general progress report from crediting all forms of advancement as

release readiness. The contribution is a trace from each new evidence object to

the exact branch it can change, without adding a score or pretending that the

fictional enterprise has implemented the capability.

A fictional branch is not an actual delegation

The computation is actual and reproducible for authored inputs. The sponsor,

commitments and operating evidence IDs are illustrative. No real production

approval, resource availability or service acceptance is established.

Decision implications

Join a numerical candidate to a distinct commitment branch.

Diagnose cost and effort separately even when selected names agree.

Required but absent evidence can support a completed hold decision.

• 

• 

• 

G O V E R N A N C E  A N D  A P P L I C AT I O N

The strongest counterargument and method boundary

The strong argument for platform-first
investment

A platform-first decision can be rational when a continuity constraint, imposed

standard, market requirement or urgent replacement makes technology timing

decisive. The enterprise may not have the luxury of completing every operating

design before it must act. An unsupported legacy service can create exposure, a

common platform can make shared work possible and a commercial timetable

can require early commitment. The thesis of this study should confront that

argument in its strongest form rather than assume that prior operating-model

design is always the dominant sequence.

When platform choice should
come first

20
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Consider a fictional enterprise whose existing service cannot be maintained

under its intended operating conditions. Replacement may be necessary even

while data meaning and adoption remain incomplete. Waiting for a mature

capability map could prolong exposure without producing better evidence

quickly enough. A sponsor can approve a continuity platform and retain a

controlled transitional workflow. The correct decision record distinguishes the

reason for replacement from the later operating improvement, with explicit

conditions for each.

A platform can also impose a useful discipline. Common states, identifiers and

workflow can reduce fragmentation when the enterprise has authority to

standardise work. The platform may provide a practical means of making a

chosen operating model real. The important condition is that the enterprise

consciously accepts the imposed meaning and its consequences. A product's

default configuration should not become policy merely because the

programme finds it easier to deploy than to examine.

Strategic access can supply another rationale. A customer or partner may

require a defined information exchange before an operating service can

participate. The platform may be part of satisfying that requirement even if the

immediate direct financial benefit is uncertain. The case should state the actual

requirement and scope rather than manufacture an annual saving to make it fit

a small ranking method. This study supplies no real market-access

requirement; it identifies a legitimate category of decision.

The platform-first argument therefore challenges a rigid sequence. The

operating model need not be finished before every technology commitment. It

must be sufficiently understood to preserve legitimate work, identify

unresolved conditions and avoid claiming a benefit whose mechanism remains

absent. The sponsor should approve the commitment that the evidence

supports, whether that is continuity replacement, bounded configuration or an

operating capability release.

Platform-first commitment discipline

Approve continuity, preparation or imposed standardisation on its actual

rationale. Keep the operating release and benefit claim conditional where

evidence is absent. Urgency changes staging; it does not change what a

receipt, test or assumption proves.
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Distinguish imposed discipline from false
agreement

A common platform can standardise an enterprise's visible fields while leaving

important disagreement unresolved. If several teams use the same status label

differently, the product can make the disagreement less visible rather than

remove it. The sponsor should examine the decisions the shared meaning will

govern. A common definition may be appropriate, but should be chosen with

the affected operating authority and tested through difficult cases.

The fictional replacement programme adopts a common release status.

Operations wants it to mean physical departure; commercial teams want it to

mean an authorised promise; finance wants it to support an invoice event. One

label cannot legitimately stand for all three without qualified relationships. The

platform can enforce a deliberate distinction among these objects and events. If

the programme instead forces every team into the same convenient field, it risks

losing information necessary for later decisions.

The platform-first route should therefore include a minimum semantic and

authority design. It need not map the whole enterprise. It should identify the

critical objects, events and powers on which continuity depends. Unresolved

wider meaning can remain qualified or outside the first release. This is a

pragmatic boundary rather than an insistence on complete prior architecture.

It lets the enterprise move while preserving the conditions it cannot safely

ignore.

Imposed standardisation also has an adoption burden. Local teams may

perform legitimate variants of work that a central configuration excludes. Some

variants may be unnecessary duplication; others may reflect operating

conditions the central programme has not examined. The service should

distinguish them through evidence and accountable decisions. A uniform

configuration can be useful when its scope is justified. Uniformity itself is not

proof that the chosen work pattern fits every location or user.

The decision record should preserve dissent that concerns a material operating

condition. The sponsor may consciously accept a bounded limitation, fund a

local variant or revise the central model. What matters is that the reason and

authority remain visible. A platform-first programme is stronger when it makes

these choices explicit than when it treats every objection as resistance to

modernisation.
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Evidence and scope

NIST risk assessment guidance separates preparation, assessment and continuing
maintenance.

Evidence: Guide for Conducting Risk Assessments

Urgency changes staging, not the meaning of
evidence

Urgency can justify a narrower initial commitment and a controlled temporary

route. It cannot transform an untested assumption into evidence. The fictional

replacement sponsor may approve a platform installation for continuity while

holding automation whose identity or authority remains unresolved. This is a

coherent platform-first sequence: technical preparation proceeds, the operating

release remains conditional and the programme records the unresolved

mechanism.

The risk decision should identify the consequence of waiting and the

consequence of proceeding. A current service may have support, security or

continuity exposure. The replacement may create migration, semantic or

adoption exposure. The sponsor needs a scoped comparison and suitable

evidence, not a slogan that old systems are risky or new systems are

transformative. Relevant public guidance can structure assessment, but cannot

supply the actual enterprise exposures or their probabilities.
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Completed illustrative continuity branch

Original record accepts a platform-first continuity commitment while

holding a wider operating claim.

Completed illustrative continuity branch

Role or decision Evidence status and bounded commitment

Fictional sponsor Accept replacement preparation for the declared
continuity purpose; no measured transformation
benefit claimed.

Operating release owner Retain the controlled manual release route until
identity and authority evidence support automation.

Data owner E-REPLACEMENT-MEANING is required and not
supplied; obtain acceptance before widening decision
use.

Service funding owner Fund temporary reconciliation and support; temporary
route has an explicit review event at automation
release.

Stop authority Operating release owner holds production if
controlling history or coverage cannot be preserved.

Next commitment Sponsor reassesses the bounded automation population
using actual operating evidence and a revised resource
slate.

The programme should specify which temporary controls are legitimate. A

manual release route may preserve authority during transition. A qualified data

lookup may preserve a bounded service while wider reconciliation continues.

These controls have resource and exit obligations. The sponsor should not

present them as free or permanent solutions simply because they permit an

urgent technical milestone. A temporary route without ownership can become

an unexamined operating model after the project closes.

The app can compare authored slates that represent different staging choices,

but it does not model urgency, calendar risk or legal obligations automatically.

A high-ratio optional feature may be selected while a required continuity

capability appears less attractive. The sponsor should preserve the non-

modelled obligation and use an appropriate decision method. The engine's

reproducibility does not confer priority over an actual mandatory condition.

The platform-first route should have a stop authority for unacceptable

transition conditions. If the new service cannot preserve controlling instruction

history or legitimate decision coverage, the operating owner may need to hold a

release despite a technical deadline. The authority should be real, funded and

available. A programme that records the condition while denying anyone the

power to act on it has not designed a meaningful control.
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Operating design can become an excuse for indefinite delay

A bounded minimum design and an event-based next decision avoid that trap.

The sponsor should authorise justified technical action while identifying the

particular operating conditions that govern release, rather than demand a

finished enterprise map.

A revised thesis that survives the
counterargument

The stronger thesis is not that every operating model must be complete before

a platform is purchased. It is that the platform commitment and the operating

capability claim should be governed by their actual evidence and authority.

Continuity can justify technology action before wider transformation is

mature. A common platform can help implement an agreed operating

discipline. Neither fact justifies declaring untested adoption, meaning or

benefit complete.

The platform-first branch records transition debt explicitly. Replacement

preparation can preserve continuity while a manual release route carries

identity checks and decisions. That route requires case history, qualified

coverage and a reconciliation duty when automation later begins. If these

duties are omitted, the temporary method can lose legitimate work even while

the installation milestone succeeds. The fictional sponsor therefore records the

manual cases as part of the future cutover seam, rather than as informal activity

outside the programme. No measured annual benefit is claimed. This

completed instrument identifies the work that urgency shifts into transition,

allowing a later release to discharge it instead of assuming that the new

platform has absorbed it.

The counterargument changes the sequence through a concrete comparison.

Waiting for complete operating design can prolong a genuine continuity

exposure; replacement preparation can reduce that exposure while retaining a

narrow operating hold. Yet a platform whose record cannot preserve the

controlling instruction may increase transition burden and undermine even the

continuity purpose. The fictional decision therefore compares what survives

each route: current permitted work, history required for recovery and the

conditions needed to automate later. The appropriate branch depends on

those objects, not on a universal rule that technology must always follow or

always precede operating design. This account supplies no actual urgency or

mandatory obligation for an enterprise.

The final continuity record closes with a retirement condition for the

temporary route. Automation release must reconcile its legitimate manual

decisions, preserve their identity and history, and demonstrate that the new
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route can handle the included unresolved case. If automation remains held, the

continuing manual obligation stays funded and visible rather than

disappearing at project closure. If the new route covers only routine cases, the

complex population retains a defined service instead of inheriting an

unexplained workaround. This contribution joins the platform-first exception

to migration and lifecycle governance through a concrete event account. It lets

technical preparation proceed while keeping the shifted work and its eventual

discharge intelligible.

No actual urgency or mandatory requirement is established

The replacement scenario is illustrative. Current support, security, legal,

contractual and market requirements need actual evidence. A platform-first

rationale cannot be inferred for a real enterprise from this hypothetical example.

Decision implications

A justified platform-first sequence can coexist with held operating releases.

Imposed standards require conscious meaning and authority.

Allow urgency to change scope while preserving evidence truth.

• 

• 

• 

P R A C T I C A L  A P P E N D I C E S

A replication and interpretation guide

The capability record is an analytical contract

The canonical input is a complete declared slate, not an import of an enterprise

inventory. It contains an investment envelope, an aggregate effort envelope and

capability records. Each record supplies identity, name, cost, annual benefit,

confidence, readiness, effort and prerequisites. The author should retain the

input exactly as executed so a reader can distinguish the original proposition

from a later revision. The schema and engine validate structure and declared

graph conditions; they do not establish the operating truth of the slate.

A capability identifier is a machine-readable reference used by dependencies

and deterministic tie ordering. Its display name is a human description. Both

should be stable enough to interpret comparisons. Renaming an identifier can

affect tie ordering even when the other numerical fields remain unchanged. A

Appendix: capability and
readiness dictionary

21
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reader should therefore treat identifiers as part of the frozen input rather than

harmless presentation detail. The study preserves them in the input, binding

ledger and output.

Cost is a declared investment amount in USD thousands. Annual benefit is a

declared amount in USD thousands per year. Effort is a declared aggregate

amount in person-months. The author should state the cost boundary and

benefit mechanism for every record. The app does not infer a currency

conversion, recurring-cost schedule or actual staffing plan. Mixing scopes across

capabilities can produce an exact but poorly interpretable ranking. A coherent

input requires reasoning before calculation.

Confidence and readiness are percent judgments whose fractions multiply the

annual benefit. They are not weights in a weighted-average maturity score.

Their product can reduce a declared benefit, but it cannot enforce a mandatory

operating condition. The dictionary should explain the interpretation chosen

for the particular slate and identify the evidence that would change it. In this

study the values are authored assumptions used to expose sensitivity, not

measured adoption or calibrated probabilities.

Dependencies are references to required capabilities in the same slate. A hard

dependency means the prerequisite is included in a target's closure when not

already selected. The author should retain the operating reason for each arrow

and identify any alternative scope that could change it. The app does not infer

whether a manual route, a different architecture or a narrower service can

substitute. Such alternatives require another explicitly authored input and a

corresponding interpretation.

Input meaning acceptance

Accept a frozen analytical input with its exact schema, units, dependency

reasons, assumption interpretation and change record. Structural

validation permits computation; it does not establish the enterprise

proposition.

Interpret output objects without collapsing them

The output contains the selected set, totals, remaining resources, capability

readings, initial ranking and selection steps. The selected set is ordered by the

declared graph, while the steps show which target bundles were chosen. The

initial ranking describes candidate closures before selection. These views answer

different questions. A reviewer should follow the step record to explain the

sequence and the final set to identify included capabilities, rather than assume

the display order is a universal investment priority.
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The capability readings retain adjusted assumed benefit and a selection

explanation. A capability may be selected as a prerequisite even if its own direct

benefit is absent. Another may remain unselected because its bundle exceeds a

remaining envelope or because the heuristic chooses another bundle. These

readings are conditional on the declared input and method. They should not

be interpreted as judgements that an unselected capability is strategically

unnecessary or that a selected one is operationally accepted.

Original canonical capability dictionary

Filled interpretation record for the authored reference slate. Numeric

quantities remain in the exact frozen input rather than being copied here

without bindings.

Original canonical capability dictionary

Field Unit or meaning Author responsibility

Identifier and name Reference identity and human
capability description

Preserve IDs and define the
operating scope.

Cost USD thousands; declared
implementation scope

Use a coherent boundary and
disclose omitted continuing costs.

Annual benefit USD thousands per year; authored
assumption

Explain mechanism and remove
overlap.

Confidence and readiness Percent judgments; multiplicative
fractions

Document interpretation and keep
gates separate.

Effort Person-months; aggregate declared
resource

Assess skills and calendar separately
before delivery commitment.

Dependencies Hard prerequisites within this slate Record reasons and compare
substituted scopes explicitly.

A step records its target, marginal bundle, cost, effort, adjusted assumed

benefit, ranking ratio and remaining envelopes. The marginal bundle excludes

prerequisites already selected. This is why it should not be compared casually

with the initial full closure as if the records contradicted each other. The

difference reflects the model's state after prior selections. The full frozen output

permits the reader to trace that state rather than rely only on a summary total.

A null ratio has a specific meaning when cost is zero. It should not be

formatted as zero, an infinite number or an empirical reading. The app

explicitly prioritises positive-benefit zero-cost bundles subject to effort

feasibility. A zero-benefit prerequisite can still enter through a positive target's

closure. An empty selected set can be valid under an unavailable envelope.

These boundary meanings prevent a presentation layer from turning legitimate

model states into misleading conclusions.

Warnings and limitations supplied by the canonical app belong with the study.

The manuscript can explain them through cases, but should not remove them

to make a recommendation appear stronger. A frozen result that omits its
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method identity or limits is less useful to a reader even when its totals are

correct. The reproduction bundle preserves the complete output so its

meaning can be assessed independently.

Resource admission uses the canonical decimal spelling of each validated input

number. The engine sums prerequisite costs and effort exactly and compares

those sums with the remaining envelopes; it does not add an absolute

allowance to a zero or positive budget. A decimal equality can therefore be

admitted without generating a negative remainder, while a small positive

commitment remains a commitment beside a much larger envelope. The JSON

resource account retains exact decimal capacity, used and remaining strings for

both constraints. Displayed numeric totals, adjusted assumed benefits and

density rankings still use Number approximations. JSON parsing may already

have lost digits before the resource account begins, so the record does not

preserve arbitrary precision from every submitted textual numeral. Exact

admission strengthens the feasibility account within this demonstrator. It does

not validate the resource estimates, combine calendar resources or prove that

the greedy selection is globally best.

Validate structure, then challenge meaning

The app rejects unsupported fields rather than silently treating them as

modelled dimensions. An author cannot add an optimisation objective,

calendar, benefit synergy or legal condition and assume the engine uses it. The

valid schema makes the boundary visible. Where those dimensions matter, they

need a suitable separate method or an explicitly changed canonical model

under its own review. The study does not alter the app to make its cases appear

more complete.

Identifiers and dependencies must form a valid acyclic graph. Unknown

prerequisites, self-dependencies and duplicate identities do not produce a

meaningful selection. Numeric inputs must be finite and within their schema-

defined ranges and precision boundary. Negative cost or effort is not a

convenient way to represent a grant, credit or released resource. Such meanings

require an appropriate declared method rather than a value that violates the

input contract.

Structural validity is necessary but weaker than operating validity. A graph can

be acyclic while encoding an unnecessary architectural preference as a hard

prerequisite. A readiness judgment can be in range while unsupported by

evidence. A benefit can be finite while duplicated across capabilities. The

author should therefore maintain a reasoning record alongside validation. The

engine checks what it is designed to check; the sponsor and reviewers examine

whether the declared input represents an intelligible proposition.

The operating model before the platform

I C M  /  R E SEA RC H  &  D E C I SI O N  ST U D I O 118



The author-side invalid-fixture receipt executes deliberately malformed cases

through the actual engine and records the rejection messages. It is separate

from the valid study outputs. An invalid input should never be represented as a

successful zero-result programme. The receipt confirms the tested rejection

behaviour within its scope. It does not prove that every possible malformed

input has been explored or that an accepted input is suitable for a real

investment.

The distinction should persist through import and reopening. A scenario saved

in the platform contains the input and supported model version, then is

recomputed on reopen. It does not treat a cached user-provided output as

authoritative. The manuscript's frozen bundles similarly retain exact 

input/output files and reciprocal scalar bindings. Reproduction is an explicit

operation, not a label attached to an unverified spreadsheet or summary.

A lightweight tool should not require a dossier

The reasoning can be concise and proportionate. The essential requirement is

that a consequential assumption has an intelligible basis and scope. A small tool

does not need extensive paperwork to avoid a false claim of optimisation or

acceptance.

A dictionary that supports a challenge

The dictionary should make it possible to ask a precise question about a record.

Why does the operations capability require data and ownership? What cost

scope is included? Which operating mechanism produces its declared annual

benefit? What evidence would change readiness? Does the effort envelope

include the necessary specialised work? These questions should have a stated

answer or an explicit unresolved status. A complete numerical row without

that reasoning can conceal an incomplete proposition.

The reference dictionary names data as shared operating information and

ownership as the service decision route. These are illustrative capability scopes,

not proof that a real enterprise can purchase authority as a software

component. The declared costs include authored implementation work for

comparison. Continuing operation and actual delegation remain outside the

demonstrated numeric calculation. The chapter nineteen branch uses this

distinction to hold production while allowing bounded discovery.

A revised input should preserve a change record. If an author changes a

dependency, cost scope or judgment, the comparison should state what

changed and what remained fixed. The frozen cases in the next chapter provide

that record. A reader can then interpret a changed result as conditional

sensitivity rather than mistakenly infer an observed change in the enterprise.
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The analytical contract is deliberately narrow. It supplies exact decimal resource

admission and sums, transparent assumptions and a deterministic candidate.

Adjusted benefit and density retain finite numerical precision; they are outside

the exact resource arithmetic. The operating dictionary supplies the meanings

needed to challenge those assumptions. The commitment record supplies the

authority and evidence required to act. Together they form the proposed

synthesis, while remaining distinct enough that a gap in one cannot be hidden

by completeness in another.

Validation and judgment have separate scopes

The rejection receipt tests named malformed cases. The dictionary describes

authored meanings. Neither supplies an actual enterprise dataset, resource

commitment or exhaustive security assessment of the app.

Decision implications

Preserve the exact input as an analytical contract.

Interpret initial ranking, steps and selected set separately.

Challenge valid assumptions after validating structure.

• 

• 

• 

P R A C T I C A L  A P P E N D I C E S

Frozen fixtures and sensitivities

Read the frozen slate as controlled comparisons

The frozen studies are distinct authored comparisons and boundary cases. Each

retains its input, full output, scalar bindings, purpose, changed conditions,

held-constant conditions and limitations. They are not actual project

observations. Their role is to demonstrate how the canonical method responds

and where its result requires a separate operating decision. A reader can open

the exact bundle in the companion app and compare a recomputed result with

the manuscript.

The operating-reference case establishes the common capability slate. The

weak-ownership and weak-data studies each change one readiness judgment.

The operations-ready study changes only the operations readiness judgment.

The effort-constrained and budget-constrained studies each change one

resource envelope. These controlled changes make the interpretation sharper

Appendix: illustrative operating
models
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than a collection of unrelated attractive examples. The author can identify

which declared assumption caused the difference while retaining the rest of the

slate.

The remaining cases use independent authored structures for particular

boundaries. Zero-envelope retains the reference capabilities but removes the

cost and effort envelopes. Zero-benefit-enabler tests a prerequisite with no

direct annual benefit. Greedy-trap and feasible-alternative expose a better

feasible additive combination missed by the original menu's first greedy choice.

These cases challenge the method itself and its presentation, rather than merely

confirm that sensible-looking inputs produce a plausible-looking

recommendation.

The selection table presents totals with explicit units. Cost is USD thousands,

effort is person-months and adjusted assumed annual benefit is USD

thousands per year. Selected capability names are exact readings of the frozen

outputs. The complete initial rankings and marginal step records remain in the

JSON bundles. The table is a reading aid, not a substitute for those records or

their limits.

A comparison should retain its scope when used in a briefing. The weak-

ownership result does not show that weak authority is acceptable. The

operations-ready result does not show that readiness improved. The effort-

constrained result does not identify an actual staffing plan. The

counterexample does show a feasible higher-benefit additive combination

under its authored assumptions, because both option costs and the shared

envelope are retained. These distinctions make the cases useful evidence about

a method rather than fabricated evidence about an enterprise.

Frozen comparison interpretation

Read each case with its changed and held-constant input record. Use a

comparison to challenge the relevant assumption or method limit. Do

not transfer its conditional output into an empirical enterprise claim.

Ownership and data change the benefit
assumption

Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

Weak-ownership lowers only the ownership readiness judgment. It retains the

same final data, ownership, exception and planning selection, while adjusted

assumed annual benefit becomes 231.70 USD thousands. The reference value is

251.65 USD thousands. The unchanged selection is central to the
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interpretation: a multiplier reduces a quantity but cannot create a categorical

refusal condition. A real missing delegation must be addressed in the operating

decision record.

Illustrative. Weak-data similarly keeps the same selected set while adjusted

assumed annual benefit becomes 230.05 USD thousands. Data-dependent

planning remains selected because the declared graph and resource ranking still

permit it. That is not a quality acceptance. A sponsor should retain the use-

specific data gate and decide whether the available evidence permits the

intended commitment. The exact calculation is useful because it demonstrates

how a low readiness score can coexist with selection.

Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

Exact frozen illustrative case slate

Cost: USD thousands. Effort: person-months. Adjusted assumed benefit:

USD thousands per year. Every numeric cell has a reciprocal canonical

binding.

Exact frozen illustrative case slate

Study Selected reading Cost Effort
Adjusted annual
benefit

Reference DATA, OWN,
CASE, PLAN

370.00 34.00 251.65

Weak ownership DATA, OWN,
CASE, PLAN

370.00 34.00 231.70

Weak data DATA, OWN,
CASE, PLAN

370.00 34.00 230.05

Operations
readiness

DATA, OWN,
CASE, OPS

450.00 40.00 309.25

Effort constraint DATA, OWN,
CASE

270.00 24.00 149.65

Budget constraint DATA, OWN,
CASE

270.00 24.00 149.65

Zero envelope Empty set 0.00 0.00 0.00

Zero-benefit
enabler

ROOT, VALUE 100.00 7.00 200.00

Greedy trap A 6.00 1.00 12.00

Feasible alternative B, C 10.00 2.00 19.80

minimum-positive-
zero-envelope

Empty selection 0 0 0

decimal-resource-
equality

A, B 0.3 0.3 2
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Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

Operations-ready changes the later bundle and exhausts the declared effort

envelope. Its remaining effort is 0.00 person-months and remaining budget is

50.00 USD thousands. The result shows a sensitivity-driven switch under a

fixed full envelope. It directs attention to the assumed readiness of operations,

but does not supply that evidence. In chapter nineteen the uplift is rejected as

an approval basis while remaining a valid sensitivity case.

These cases also reveal a modelling omission that matters to operating design.

Lowering data or ownership readiness changes their direct adjusted benefit. It

does not automatically reduce every dependent capability's benefit or enforce

an acceptance gate on the dependent service. The author must not assume such

propagation merely because an arrow exists. If the intended proposition

requires a changed dependent benefit or a different scope, that must be

declared in a separate comparison input.

The practical lesson is to document what each multiplier actually does. A

sponsor should be able to distinguish a scalar assumption, a hard prerequisite

and a mandatory acceptance condition. The app implements the first two

within its narrow method. The third belongs to the authorised operating

record. The frozen cases supply an exact demonstration of why combining the

categories into one maturity colour can mislead a decision.

Resource constraints and valid empty outcomes

Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

Effort-constrained and budget-constrained select the same capabilities but leave

different resources. The effort case retains budget 230.00 USD thousands and

effort 0.00 person-months. The budget case retains budget 30.00 USD

thousands and effort 16.00 person-months. Their identical names should not

conceal distinct causes. An intervention directed at more funding does not

address an exhausted declared effort envelope, and an intervention directed

only at capacity does not resolve a cost constraint.

Illustrative. Zero-envelope returns total cost 0.00 USD thousands, total effort

0.00 person-months and adjusted assumed annual benefit 0.00 USD

thousands. The selected set is empty. This is a valid conditional outcome, not a

failed computation or a recommendation that the enterprise has no useful

capabilities. It states that no positive bundle can be selected under the authored

unavailable envelopes. A real mandatory obligation would need an authorised

resource or scope decision outside that result.

Illustrative. Zero-benefit-enabler selects ROOT and VALUE. ROOT has no

direct benefit and no cost in the authored input, but requires effort and is a

prerequisite for VALUE. The complete selected bundle costs 100.00 USD

thousands, requires 7.00 person-months and yields adjusted assumed annual
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benefit 200.00 USD thousands. The case demonstrates that the target closure

can include an enabler whose standalone benefit is absent. It does not imply

that all governance or identity work has zero real cost.

The boundary also challenges a superficial benefit ranking of individual rows.

A prerequisite can be necessary for a valuable target even if its own direct effect

is difficult to monetise. The app includes it because the author declares a hard

dependency. The operating record should still explain the dependency and the

cost scope. A zero-cost authored row is an assumption, not a licence to treat

real authority or maintenance work as free.

The cases show why valid zero and null states need informative presentation.

An empty selection, a zero benefit and a null ratio are distinct meanings.

Replacing them with an upbeat generic recommendation or an unqualified

score would reduce the transparency of the method. The reader should retain

the output's actual state and use the operating record to decide whether

resources, scope or a different method must change.

A curated counterexample may overemphasise a rare failure

Its purpose is to refute a guarantee, not estimate failure incidence. The example

establishes that global optimality is unsupported. Actual usefulness and error

frequency for an enterprise would require an appropriate evaluation beyond these

authored cases.

The greedy failure and its causal interpretation

Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

Greedy-trap selects A, whose cost is 6.00 USD thousands and adjusted

assumed annual benefit is 12.00 USD thousands. The remaining budget is 4.00

USD thousands. B requires 5.00 USD thousands and C requires 5.00 USD

thousands, so neither fits individually after A is selected. The engine's first

choice therefore blocks both smaller alternatives under the remaining envelope.

Illustrative. Feasible-alternative removes only A. B and C then fit together under

the unchanged budget, costing 10.00 USD thousands and yielding adjusted

assumed annual benefit 19.80 USD thousands. The comparison is causal

within the declared deterministic method: the highest first ratio consumes

budget in a way that prevents the better combined alternative. No uncertainty,

overlap or dependency difference is needed to produce this failure.

The counterexample does not prove that every greedy result is poor. The

reference may be useful as a transparent candidate, and the heuristic's

simplicity can make its reasoning easy to inspect. The case proves the narrower

and important proposition that the method does not guarantee the largest
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additive benefit under the declared envelopes. A reader should not label its

result globally optimal. That would be contradicted by an actual retained

feasible comparison.

The author also avoids claiming that the restricted alternative is an

optimisation algorithm. It is a deliberately supplied menu demonstrating a

feasible set. The engine executes that menu exactly. A rigorous optimiser for a

different decision would need its own objective, constraints, method and

review. The operating synthesis can accept the counterexample as a reason to

challenge a candidate without pretending that the current tool has solved the

broader portfolio problem.

The full slate therefore demonstrates advantages and limits together. It exposes

marginal resource use, clarifies the effect of assumptions and makes a greedy

failure reproducible. The companion app remains a useful analytical

instrument when the sponsor respects that scope. The manuscript's

commitment record then determines what can be accepted, held, revised or

rejected on the available evidence.

Two additional complete miniature studies isolate decimal resource admission.

The positive-commitment case supplies the minimum supported positive cost

and effort beneath zero envelopes. Its capability has positive adjusted assumed

benefit, but neither resource may be credited as free. The equality case supplies

a foundation and its receiving-service prerequisite relationship whose decimal

costs and efforts exactly exhaust the stated envelopes. Both can be admitted

without a negative remainder. These cases challenge only the resource account;

their benefits, effort and costs remain authored assumptions. The complete

input and JSON output accompany each study so a reader can inspect exact

decimal resource strings rather than infer feasibility from a rounded chart.

Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

Illustrative supplied resource boundaries

Budget and capability cost are USD thousand. Effort is person-months.

The first capability is identified in the complete fixture; the equality case

includes its receiving-service dependent capability.

Illustrative supplied resource boundaries

Case Budget Effort capacity First capability cost First capability effort

Positive
commitment, zero
envelopes

0 0 1e-09 1e-09

Decimal equality
with prerequisite

0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1
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Illustrative calculation. Assumptions and sensitivity are published with the model.

Illustrative exact resource results

Cost and budget remainder are USD thousand. Effort and capacity

remainder are person-months. Exact canonical sums govern admission;

these table quantities select numeric result fields.

Illustrative exact resource results

Case Selected cost Selected effort Budget left Effort left

Positive
commitment, zero
envelopes

0 0 0 0

Decimal equality
with prerequisite

0.3 0.3 0 0

The studies are analytical fixtures

No case is an empirical sample, forecast or actual investment recommendation.

The input envelopes, judgments and capability values are authored. Reproduction

checks exact computation, while the operating interpretations remain open to

independent challenge.

Decision implications

Read changed and held-constant conditions before comparing totals.

Distinguish the cause of identical selected sets.

Preserve the exact feasible counterexample to optimality.

• 

• 

• 

P R A C T I C A L  A P P E N D I C E S

Practical design tools

A completed record can honestly hold an action

A completed hold identifies known and missing evidence, the responsible role

and the permitted act. Its release condition and authority make it an

accountable decision even while an evidence item is absent. An unanswered

prompt remains a template. Attaching the missing item to a defined

prohibition makes the consequence inspectable rather than suggesting that a

filled record has resolved the question.

Appendix: operating and
migration worksheets

23
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The appendix records illustrative decisions with fictional enterprise roles and

declared evidence identities. Frozen cases supply actual computational

evidence; the operating evidence is required and absent. No real document

receipt or sponsor approval is asserted. Read each filled record for the act its

missing proposition holds, preserving the distinction between a completed

decision and obtained evidence.

Each record contains a bounded use or commitment, a role with the relevant

decision responsibility, evidence identity and status, an event before which the

evidence is required and an authority to stop or release the action. Event-based

deadlines are used because no real calendar has been supplied. Before automatic

posting or before cutover are precise operating boundaries. They do not

pretend that a fictitious date is a verified delivery commitment.

The service owner should retain relationships among the records. Data

meaning supports migration acceptance; authority supports automation;

funding supports continuing exception handling; exit evidence supports

provider dependence. A record should not be treated as complete in isolation if

its required upstream condition remains absent. The companion dependency

map can expose a declared prerequisite, but the operating record identifies the

evidence needed to make that prerequisite usable.

Adapt a record with actual authority, scope, evidence and deadlines, keeping

analytical assumptions separate from acceptance evidence. Retain independent

challenge when the consequence warrants it. The worked logic helps define

that decision; completing its fields does not certify a programme.

Completed commitment record standard

State the role, bounded use, evidence identity/status, event deadline and

stop/release authority. Required-but-absent evidence supports a

complete hold decision. Keep unanswered prompts separately labelled as

templates.

Service and data records with bounded release

The service record for the fictional exception capability accepts bounded

discovery of case handling and authority. The operating service owner is

responsible for defining the included population and obtaining a legitimate

decision route. Evidence E-SERVICE-CASE is required and not supplied.

Production use remains held until a changed-instruction case demonstrates

that the service can reach accountable resolution. The investment chair may

authorise a narrower learning scope but cannot infer production readiness

from the analytical selection.
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The data record for availability meaning retains the automated-promise hold.

The data owner defines permitted states, while stores confirms the physical

interpretation. Evidence E-AVAILABILITY-USE is required and absent.

Before any automatic promise, the authorised operating owner must accept the

intended population and its unknown-handling route. A populated field or a

lower model readiness score does not release that condition. The record joins

meaning, evidence and authority rather than using a data-cleanliness label.

The ownership record identifies technical equivalence and commercial

approval as different powers. Engineering owns substitution suitability for the

stated use; finance owns expenditure under its real delegation. Evidence E-

DELEGATION-COVERAGE is required and not supplied. A substitute

cannot be released merely because a workflow offers an approval action. The

relevant delegated role retains the hold until legitimate authority and

unavailable-role coverage are documented.

These records illustrate how the synthesis changes the operating commitment.

The analytical app can include data and ownership in a positive bundle, while

the production use remains held. The sponsor can fund work to obtain

evidence without claiming that the evidence already exists. This is a more

precise decision than either unconditional rollout or an indefinite statement

that the enterprise is not ready.

The records should be revised when evidence arrives. An accepted bounded

population can release that use while leaving wider scope held. A failed case test

can direct repair or stop. The owner should preserve the original condition and

the new evidence so a later reviewer can understand why the action changed. A

current status alone would lose that causal history.

Cutover and benefit records retain their limits

The cutover record separates the included routine population from complex

substitutions retained in the legacy route. Evidence E-CUTOVER-

CHANGED-CASE and E-ROLLBACK-RECONCILIATION are required

but absent in this illustrative record. Before a real cutover, the service owner

must obtain accepted evidence that meaning, legitimate approvals and

transition events remain intelligible. The operating release owner can hold the

stage if those conditions fail, even if the technical data-load report is successful.

The rollback obligation preserves legitimate work performed after cutover. A

restoration event cannot erase approvals or physical actions. The completed

record therefore assigns reconciliation to the service owner and requires an

authorised source-of-truth decision before restored production use. It does not

specify an invented recovery time. A real programme would need actual

technical and operating evidence to establish a usable continuity target.
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Completed illustrative operating commitment register

Every evidence ID below is explicitly required and absent. The filled

decision is a hold or bounded learning commitment, not an invented

document receipt.

Completed illustrative operating commitment register

Record and role Evidence status Permitted commitment
Release event / stop
authority

Service: operating service
owner

E-SERVICE-CASE;
required, absent

Bounded discovery;
production held

Before production case
use / operating release
owner.

Data: data owner and
stores

E-AVAILABILITY-USE;
required, absent

Define meaning and test
bounded population

Before automatic
promise / operating
promise owner.

Authority: engineering
and finance

E-DELEGATION-
COVERAGE; required,
absent

Obtain actual delegation
and coverage

Before substitution or
posting / relevant
delegated approver.

Cutover: service owner E-CUTOVER-
CHANGED-CASE and
E-ROLLBACK-
RECONCILIATION;
required, absent

Prepare bounded stage;
cutover held

Before stage release /
operating release owner.

Benefits: benefit owner
and finance

E-BENEFIT-
MECHANISM and E-
FINANCIAL-
CONSEQUENCE;
required, absent

Use conditional model;
no realised saving claim

Before benefit-led
expansion / sponsor and
financial authority.

Exit: architecture and
commercial owners

E-EXIT-CHANGED-
CASE; required, absent

Obtain usable export and
actual terms review

Before unqualified
portability commitment /
sponsor.

The benefit record keeps the model's annual benefit assumption separate from

measured outcomes. Evidence E-BENEFIT-MECHANISM is required for a

claim that conflict handling has changed usefully. Evidence E-FINANCIAL-

CONSEQUENCE is required for a financial effect. Both are absent here. The

benefit owner may use the frozen model for conditional comparison, but

cannot declare realised savings. The finance decision owner retains authority

over any actual financial acceptance.

The event for the next benefit decision is before expansion justified by a

claimed realised effect. The sponsor can expand for a different legitimate reason

if its evidence and authority support that reason, but should not use a benefit

claim whose evidence remains absent. This makes the record useful under

pressure: it governs the argument for the commitment as well as the

commitment itself.

The operating model before the platform

I C M  /  R E SEA RC H  &  D E C I SI O N  ST U D I O 129



A real evaluation may produce a mixed result. The service can improve clarity

while increasing maintenance burden, or achieve operating benefit without a

cash effect. The record should allow that evidence to revise the proposition. It

should not require the evaluator to convert every useful outcome into a

favourable financial result. The accepted decision should match the evidence

actually available.

A held record may look overly cautious

A specific hold can coexist with a bounded learning or continuity commitment.

The record prevents an unsupported production claim while making useful

authorised work possible. It should be revised promptly when actual evidence

changes the condition.

Exit and challenge complete the operating record

The exit record requires a usable history package and independent

interpretation before broad dependence is accepted without qualification.

Evidence E-EXIT-CHANGED-CASE is required and not supplied. The

enterprise architecture owner defines the necessary meanings and the

commercial owner obtains the actual contractual review. Neither the

illustrative record nor a provider's general export claim establishes a legal right.

The sponsor may accept a bounded temporary dependence if its burden and

resolution are consciously recorded.

The exit event is before broad rollout or a renewal decision that relies on

portability. The stop authority is the sponsor responsible for that

commitment, informed by operating and specialist evidence. A product can

remain useful while this condition is unresolved, but the programme should

not call the service portable. The record distinguishes a consciously accepted

dependence from a proven exit capability.

The challenge record preserves independent review of the central method. It

asks whether the exact cases support their printed interpretations, whether

operating gates actually change a branch and whether completed records

contain a usable authority. The author does not score acceptance. A reviewer

should inspect the frozen outputs, source content, manuscript and actual

rendered artifact. Findings should identify a concrete contradiction, omission

or unsupported claim rather than merely reward length or visual polish.

Trace the next action through its evidence identity and status, role, event

boundary and stop authority. Missing evidence holds a particular use; new

applicable evidence can change that branch. The worked records make this

route inspectable, while a real organisation must supply the evidence, powers

and behaviour needed to operate it.
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Worked records convey no real approval

Roles and evidence IDs are illustrative. No delegation, legal right, cutover,

benefit or provider exit has actually been accepted. The records demonstrate

decision logic and remain subject to independent challenge.

Decision implications

A filled hold decision is different from an unanswered template.

Link evidence status to a precise operating event.

Retain the authority that can stop and release the action.

• 

• 

• 

P R A C T I C A L  A P P E N D I C E S

A bounded receiving-service admission with explicit conditions for

reconsideration

Source scope limits the claim of acceptance

The source record retains public primary guidance and its original institutional

scope. UK government appraisal, evaluation, analysis and risk references supply

concepts for disciplined decisions. Government digital guidance addresses

technology, standards, data ownership and public-service practices. US

technical guidance addresses systems engineering, schedule and cost analysis,

cybersecurity and risk assessment. International procurement and assurance

sources retain their own contexts. The study does not turn any of these into a

universal duty for an unnamed enterprise.

The accessibility source is the official W3C Recommendation at its published

URL, distinct from the linked editor draft. Technical success criteria and

conformance requirements do not certify a particular service through citation

alone. The NIST privacy landing page advertises an Initial Public Draft

revision; the manuscript cites only its voluntary risk-management purpose and

does not present the draft as a final new standard. The incident response

addition retains the actual final publication PDF and its relevant executive-

summary content.

Appendix: source editions and
receiving-service admission
packet

24
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At service handover, these sources frame questions about task completion,

trustworthy information and recovery of permitted work. The service evidence

and actual governance must answer them. A supplier certificate or cited

framework alone establishes no custody, testing or commercial authority for an

enterprise role.

Delivery and admission concern different events

Consider an expressly fictional industrial laboratory receiving material samples

for qualification. A vendor delivers an intake portal that scans labels, stores

attachments and routes cases. The receiving custodian must identify the

physical specimen, record custody and decide whether it may enter the

laboratory process. The laboratory director governs testing eligibility.

Commercial operations governs the customer instruction. The handover

concerns this joined service, including a specimen held before testing, rather

than the portal alone.

Vendor delivery can establish that the configured portal stores a message and

produces a case reference under the demonstrated conditions. Institutional

admission means the receiving service has accepted responsibility for a

particular object under a valid instruction. Its record must distinguish arrival,

custody acknowledgement, identity resolution, testing admission and result

release. Each event needs an actor and evidence; each permits a different next

action.

The consequence authority belongs beside the event. A custodian may

acknowledge possession without admitting a specimen for testing. A qualified

laboratory role may accept the testing scope without approving a customer

charge. A commercial correction may change the instruction without rewriting

a past custody event. If the portal exposes one broad accepted status, receiving

teams must define its narrower meaning or stop downstream automation that

treats it as permission for all these consequences.

The useful contrast is a damaged specimen and a duplicate message. Damage

discovered after custody acknowledgement may require a new hold and an

authorised decision about testing suitability. A repeated transmission should

preserve the existing case and acknowledgement without creating another

specimen or charge. Both can produce a technical alert, but the response

follows different evidence and powers. Successful message handling alone

cannot establish the physical or institutional result.
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The handover packet preserves what the receiver
must know

The admission packet joins the controlling customer instruction, specimen

identity, custody observations, attachment origin, event definitions and

responsible roles. It states which facts the receiver can verify, which remain

reported by the sender and which are unknown. A readable label is evidence of

what was attached to the specimen; it does not by itself establish the

relationship to a production lot. An unresolved relationship remains visible

and prevents uses that depend on it.

Provenance follows both the object and the interpretation. The packet retains

who supplied a record, when the relevant event occurred, when the service

received it and which rule gave it meaning. If a sender later corrects the lot

reference, the data steward preserves the original assertion, the correction

reason and the relationship to affected decisions. Editing a current field should

not silently convert an earlier uncertain origin into an established historical

fact.

The packet also distinguishes missing measurements from malformed values.

Standard JSON cannot represent nonfinite numbers. A rejection test using

such a value therefore records how it was constructed outside the stored

message. The receiver retains the rejection reason and obtains a valid input

rather than inventing a finite replacement. This tests admission handling, not

specimen identity or fitness for testing.

Accountable access makes those distinctions usable. The receiving owner

identifies who can acknowledge custody, who can amend descriptive

information, who can admit testing and who can release a result. Support

access needs a responsible sponsor, purpose and revocation route. Technical

administrators maintain the service without acquiring its decision powers

through a broad account. Handover tests a prohibited change and a legitimate

correction, including whether the record explains both outcomes.

Continuity begins with permitted work during an outage. A controlled

receiving record may acknowledge possession while testing admission remains

held. Restoration must reconcile specimens actually received, cases entered

through the alternative route and decisions made before the disruption. The

laboratory owner checks that the restored record still distinguishes custody

from testing eligibility. A database that restarts while omitting a legitimate hold

cannot supply an authoritative basis for further testing.

Provider exit uses the same difficult case. Another authorised team must be

able to interpret the specimen relationship, changed instruction, hold, custody

history and decision powers from the exported packet and dictionary. A

current-state spreadsheet can hide earlier uncertainty. Commercial and legal
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owners establish actual rights and transition obligations through the applicable

agreement. The receiving owner identifies the people and resources needed to

exercise them.

Original fictional receiving-service admission worksheet

Filled decision fields for the laboratory case. The evidence requests are

proposed tests, not supplied receipts or actual approvals.

Original fictional receiving-service admission worksheet

Packet field Admission decision or change trigger

Specimen and instruction Custody may be acknowledged; testing stays held until
the controlling instruction identifies the specimen.

Event meaning Separate arrival, custody and testing admission; review
any changed accepted status before downstream use.

Provenance and correction Retain original lot assertion and correction reason;
reassess decisions affected by a changed relationship.

Consequence authority Custodian, laboratory and commercial roles accept
their own powers; changed delegation requires
renewed access review.

Accountable access Test legitimate correction and prohibited admission;
revoke support access when its sponsored purpose ends.

Continuity and exit Require interpretable held-case restoration and export;
missing history holds testing expansion.

Prerequisite resources Sponsor approves custody reconciliation and specialist
coverage; absent commitments hold service admission.

Readiness changes when the evidence changes

Readiness is a judgement about a stated use. The receiving owner needs

measured task evidence: whether authorised users complete the included case,

whether prohibited transitions are blocked, whether corrections retain history

and whether restoration reconciles the physical specimens. Measurements need

their population, conditions and event definitions. An easy routine case cannot

support admission of disputed-origin specimens. A discovered gap directs a

narrower use, a corrective obligation or a hold, rather than an unexplained

lower confidence in the whole institution.

Prerequisite admission also needs real resource governance. A named identity

function is unavailable to the receiving service if nobody has committed to

resolving its disputes. The sponsor must secure custody reconciliation,

specialist decision coverage, support and recovery responsibilities under the

actual funding and delegation arrangements. Selection of a prerequisite in an

analytical slate creates no such commitment. An existing shared service may

still need additional resources for the new consumer and an agreed route when

its obligation cannot be met.
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The companion method supplies a bounded greedy dependency closure.

Adjusted benefit equals benefit multiplied by confidence and readiness,

interpreted as fractions. Budget and effort admission use exact canonical

decimal sums; benefit and density values use numerical approximations. The

selected set is a heuristic candidate, without a global optimum guarantee. It

supplies neither maturity scoring nor a staged architecture or calendar capacity.

Receiving-service admission therefore requires the evidence, authority and

resource commitments that the worksheet identifies outside that calculation.

The fictional handover can accept responsibility for custody recording while

holding testing admission for unresolved-origin specimens. The laboratory

director may reconsider that boundary after accepted identity evidence and

funded coverage are obtained. A changed instruction, delegation, specimen

relationship or provider arrangement reopens the affected condition. This gives

the receiving owner a specific decision to maintain, rather than a general

declaration that the portal is ready.

The fictional laboratory packet offers an admission test, with no observed

performance, actual delegation, contract right or conformity conclusion. Adapt

its fields to the receiving service's consequences and applicable obligations. Its

usefulness depends on evidence changing admission and on the assigned roles

having the powers and resources to exercise their duties.

Decision implications

Define the institutional event before allowing its consequence.

Preserve uncertainty, provenance and decision powers through handover and

recovery.

Admit a bounded service through evidence and actual prerequisite

commitments.

• 

• 

• 
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P R I M A R Y  E V I D E N C E

References and source scope

green-book

HM Treasury. The Green Book. 5 February 2026

Locator: Options appraisal; risk and uncertainty; monitoring and evaluation

Scope: Its social appraisal perspective and public discount conventions do not automatically apply to private finance.

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book--2/the-green-book-2026

magenta-book

HM Treasury. Magenta Book: Central Government guidance on evaluation. 15 May 2026

Locator: Evaluation planning; test and learn; benefits management

Scope: A monitoring improvement is not by itself a causal impact estimate. Identification and context remain necessary.

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-magenta-book/magenta-book-central-government-
guidance-on-evaluation-html

aqua-book

UK Government Analysis Function. The AQuA Book. current edition accessed 2026-10-10

Locator: Quality assurance of analysis

Scope: A quality framework is not a certification of a particular model. Evidence of executed checks is still required.

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/the-aqua-book

orange-book

HM Treasury. The Orange Book: Management of Risk, Principles and Concepts. 29 July 2026

Locator: Part I principles; Part II risk control framework

Scope: UK central government requirements are described in their scope. They are not asserted as duties for every

organisation.

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/orange-book/the-orange-book-management-of-risk-
principles-and-concepts

nasa-se

NASA. NASA Systems Engineering Handbook. NASA/SP-2016-6105 Rev 2, 2016

Locator: Section 6.8 Decision Analysis; technical management processes

Scope: NASA engineering practice is a reference architecture. Transfer to a commercial organisation requires adaptation.

https://www.nasa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/nasa_systems_engineering_handbook_0.pdf
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gao-schedule

US Government Accountability Office. Schedule Assessment Guide: Best Practices for Project Schedules. GAO-16-89G, 22

December 2015

Locator: Ten schedule best practices; schedule risk

Scope: A deterministic critical path is a model result. It is not a probabilistic completion guarantee.

https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-16-89g

gao-cost

US Government Accountability Office. Cost Estimating and Assessment Guide. GAO-20-195G, 12 March 2020

Locator: Technical baseline; assumptions; sensitivity; update with actuals

Scope: An earned-value metric cannot repair an invalid baseline or prove the quality of completed work.

https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-20-195g

wb-rated-criteria

World Bank. Project Procurement: Rated Criteria. current guidance accessed 2026-10-10

Locator: Price, lifecycle cost and non-price attributes

Scope: The mandatory scope belongs to World Bank-financed procurement and is not extended to unrelated tenders.

https://www.worldbank.org/en/about/rated-criteria

gds-technology

UK Government Digital Service. The Technology Code of Practice. 30 January 2025 catalogue page

Locator: Technology and business strategies; lifecycle

Scope: Government spend-control scope is explicit. This paper presents adaptable operating principles rather than

universal mandatory controls.

https://www.gov.uk/data-ethics-guidance/the-technology-code-of-practice

gds-open-standards

UK Government Digital Service. Make use of open standards. 31 March 2021 update

Locator: Approved data sources; identifiers; interoperability

Scope: An open standard does not by itself ensure semantic consistency, good implementation or viable exit.

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/make-use-of-open-standards

gds-data-ownership

UK Government. Data ownership model. current edition accessed 2026-10-10

Locator: Business ownership; accountability for meaning and quality

Scope: Business ownership terminology is not a transfer of legal title or a replacement for applicable privacy

responsibilities.

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/data-ownership-in-government/data-ownership-model
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nist-csf

US National Institute of Standards and Technology. The NIST Cybersecurity Framework 2.0. 26 February 2024

Locator: Govern function; profiles; outcomes

Scope: A framework is not proof that controls operate effectively or that all threats are covered.

https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/CSWP/NIST.CSWP.29.pdf

nist-risk-assessment

US National Institute of Standards and Technology. Guide for Conducting Risk Assessments. SP 800-30 Revision 1,

September 2012

Locator: Prepare, conduct and maintain assessment

Scope: Information-system examples require adaptation outside that scope. Ordinal scales do not become quantitative

probabilities through multiplication.

https://www.nist.gov/publications/guide-conducting-risk-assessments?pub_id=912091

iia-three-lines

Institute of Internal Auditors. Statements of Position: Three Lines Model. 8 July 2026 refreshed statement

Locator: Three Lines Model; independence safeguards

Scope: The earlier position paper is marked superseded. This research uses the refreshed statement and avoids assuming

role labels prove independence.

https://www.theiia.org/en/resources/statements-of-position

digital-data-quality

UK Government Data Quality Hub. The Government Data Quality Framework. Current public framework accessed

October 2026

Locator: Data quality dimensions and fitness for purpose

Scope: UK public-sector guidance; dimensions do not establish a private dataset quality score or guarantee.

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-government-data-quality-framework/the-government-
data-quality-framework

digital-reliable-service

UK Government Digital Service. Service Standard point 14: Operate a reliable service. Current public service standard

accessed October 2026

Locator: What the service team should do and why it matters

Scope: Government service standard; no contractual service level, universal uptime target or certification is inferred.

https://www.gov.uk/service-manual/service-standard/point-14-operate-a-reliable-service
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https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/CSWP/NIST.CSWP.29.pdf
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digital-service-metrics

UK Government Digital Service. How to set performance metrics for your service. Current service manual accessed

October 2026

Locator: Purpose, hypotheses, measurement and interpretation

Scope: Government service context; mandatory public-service indicators are not imposed on an unnamed industrial

operator.

https://www.gov.uk/service-manual/measuring-success/how-to-set-performance-metrics-for-your-
service

digital-incident-response

US National Institute of Standards and Technology. Incident Response Recommendations and Considerations for

Cybersecurity Risk Management: A CSF 2.0 Community Profile. NIST SP 800-61 Rev. 3, April 2025 final publication

Locator: Executive summary and incident response across risk management

Scope: Final revision guidance; no incident probability, control effectiveness or enterprise conformity is established.

https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/SpecialPublications/NIST.SP.800-61r3.pdf

digital-privacy

US National Institute of Standards and Technology. NIST Privacy Framework. Publisher landing page accessed October

2026; PF 1.1 is explicitly an Initial Public Draft

Locator: Framework purpose and voluntary risk management use

Scope: A risk management resource does not determine applicable law, lawful processing or legal compliance. The

landing page advertises an Initial Public Draft; no final 1.1 standard is asserted.

https://www.nist.gov/privacy-framework

digital-accessibility

World Wide Web Consortium. Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG) 2.2. W3C Recommendation, 12 December

2024; live latest published URL accessed October 2026

Locator: Introduction, success criteria and conformance requirements

Scope: The Recommendation is distinct from editor drafts; citing criteria does not certify a service or establish

jurisdictional legal compliance.

https://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG22/
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https://www.gov.uk/service-manual/measuring-success/how-to-set-performance-metrics-for-your-service
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https://www.nist.gov/privacy-framework
https://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG22/


P U B L I C A T I O N  R E C O R D

Methods, limitations and review

This edition uses publicly accessible primary sources. All worked numerical examples are illustrative, with frozen

inputs and reproducible calculations. They represent no actual client, mandate or operating project.

Publication fields identify the fixed edition dated 2026-10-10. Independent assessment and release verification are

recorded against that fixed edition separately; these fields do not assign a quality score.

2026-10-10: First full explicitly authored candidate: operating capability synthesis, twenty cited primary sources, ten

frozen canonical Transformation map studies and worked commitment branches. Author development audits and

visual inspection recorded separately; independent review pending.

2026-10-11: Current edition: twelve canonical Transformation map studies, including minimum-positive-zero-

envelope and decimal-resource-equality. The initial preparation record above is retained as history. Event-lineage

and case-closure challenge instruments add distinct applied analysis; worksheet continuity is improved. All

numerical study inputs and outputs are unchanged; independent review is pending.
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