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How to read this document 

 

This document is a redacted sample of an Acquiris outside-in structural reading. 

It is included to illustrate how we frame complex enterprise situations through ACQU: how we 
surface underlying structural dynamics, test assumptions through live interaction, compare credible 
paths, and clarify the most defensible direction under real operating conditions. 

An ACQU engagement is not a single final document. It is an active strategic process shaped 
through working sessions, executive dialogue, iterative challenge, evidence review, and ongoing 
tracking across the engagement. The document captures the consolidated reading that emerges 
from that work. It does not attempt to reproduce every discussion, working exchange, or decision 
checkpoint that informs it. 

It should not be read as a standalone implementation plan or as a substitute for live execution 
governance. Its purpose is to show the quality of reading, decision framing, and governance realism 
Acquiris brings when called into high-stakes situations. 
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Decision Summary 

 

Structural problem, viable paths, and recommended direction. 

Problem 

Delivery is slowing while complexity rises across a 9-business-unit, 
22-country operating group shaped by acquisitions, partial 
platform consolidation, and accelerating AI scale pressure. 

Recommendation 

Approve a sequenced enterprise reset of operating model, 
governance, and architecture boundaries before further scale, 
agentic AI adoption, and local exceptions compound coordination 
cost. 

Strategic options 

A. Continue “as is” •  B. Immediate centralization push  •  C. 
Architecture-only rationalization  •  D. Sequenced operating-model, 
governance, and architecture reset (recommended) 

Economic trade-off 

High hidden carrying cost: duplicated platforms, escalation-heavy 
coordination, slow cross-unit delivery, rising exception burden, and 
AI initiatives outrunning ownership and control discipline. 

AI / agentic implication 

Operational and political: sponsor drift, BU (Business Unit) 
resistance, exception creep, platform protection, and insufficient 
owner authority if the reset is endorsed rhetorically but not 
protected in practice. 

What must be true 

0–30 days: stabilize decision discipline;  
30–90 days: clarify ownership and boundaries;  
90–180 days: execute rationalization waves;  
180–365 days: consolidate simplification and prepare AI scale 
under tighter governance. 

Client profile Nine operating businesses across field services, inspection and 
compliance, parts distribution, managed operations, and workflow 
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software. An acquisition-led expansion phase over six years left the 
group operating across four ERP cores, five CRM / service 
platforms, three workflow stacks, and fragmented master data and 
identity ownership. 

Trigger event 

Two cross-unit transformation programs slipped by two quarters 
while more than a dozen AI and agentic use cases surfaced the 
same underlying issue: unclear enterprise ownership, duplicated 
data flows, weak exception discipline, and governance bodies that 
reviewed more than they decided. 
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Document Map 

 

This assessment is designed as a decision-grade strategic document. It begins with the 
executive frame and mandate, moves through the four ACQU phases explicitly, and closes with 
exhibits intended to support review, challenge, and onward use in Google Docs. 

Part Contents 

Front Matter 
How to read this dossier, executive brief, why Acquiris was 
engaged, why now, decision facing leadership, mandate and 
scope 

ACQU Part I — Assessment 
Assessment frame, visible symptoms, current-state structural 
reading, root causes, evidence base, consequence model 

ACQU Part II — Collaborate 
Stakeholder tension map, decision boundaries, 
non-negotiables, and options considered 

ACQU Part III — Quantify 
Trade-offs, economics of complexity, scenario view, and 
conditions that must hold 

ACQU Part IV — Unify 
Recommended path, design principles, workstreams, 
roadmap, governance, operating signals, risks, commitments, 
ACQU-to-IRIS bridge 

Appendices 
Evidence ledger, option comparison matrix, workstream 
dependencies, roadmap summary, governance summary, 
assumptions register 
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Front Matter 

 

This document is a redacted sample of an Acquiris outside-in structural reading prepared for 
executive review. It reflects how Acquiris frames a structural enterprise problem inside a global 
industrial services, distribution, and workflow solutions group: delivery is slowing while complexity 
continues to accumulate across the portfolio. The enterprise remains operational, but the cost of 
moving strategic work across business-unit, platform, and control boundaries has become materially 
heavier. 

This is not a technology audit, a transformation brochure, or a project plan. It is a 
decision-grade strategic reading intended to help leadership determine whether the operating model, 
governance design, and architecture boundaries now require structural reset rather than continued 
patching. 

The document follows the Acquiris ACQU methodology explicitly. Assessment reads the 
present condition across architecture, operating model, governance, delivery, controls, and 
enterprise dependency patterns. Collaborate surfaces the tension system across business-unit 
leaders, central functions, and control owners, then defines the non-negotiables any viable path must 
respect. Quantify turns the condition into visible economic burden, option trade-offs, scenario logic, 
and readiness requirements. Unify converts that work into a single strategic path, with sequenced 
workstreams, governance design, and leadership commitments that can withstand scrutiny. 

Execution remains client-owned. The role of Acquiris in this context is to produce a 
disciplined structural reading, compare strategic options seriously, attach evidence to conclusions, 
and help unify leadership around a direction that can be defended under scrutiny. The 
recommendations set out here remain contingent on the stated assumptions, reviewed evidence, and 
explicit conditions carried throughout the document. They are intended to improve commitment 
quality, not replace executive judgment. 

The group Acquiris is advising here is not a software pure-play. It is a tech-enabled operating 
company whose commercial engine depends on physical execution, distributed service delivery, 
shared customers, and increasingly digital workflows. In that setting, delivery slowdown is not a 
planning inconvenience. It affects margin, customer confidence, control burden, and the group’s 
ability to scale AI safely. 
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Situation 

Delivery performance is deteriorating while enterprise complexity continues to expand across 
the group. Strategic initiatives still launch, but cross-unit coordination is heavier, governance effort is 
higher, and leadership attention is increasingly pulled into issues that should have been resolved 
structurally rather than through repeated escalation. 

Structural Reading 

The problem is not insufficient effort. It is a loss of coherence across architecture, operating 
model, governance, and execution. Over time, the group has accumulated complexity faster than it 
has simplified it, leaving the enterprise harder to move and less confident in its ability to absorb 
further change. 

Recommendation 

A sequenced enterprise reset is now required before additional scale is layered onto a 
structure already generating friction faster than clarity. The first horizon should restore decision 
discipline, narrow work in motion, clarify ownership, and prevent further uncontrolled complexity 
from entering the enterprise unchecked. 

This reset should therefore be understood not only as an operating-model decision, but as a 
precondition for an AI-first operating path. The group is already exploring copilots and agentic 
workflows in service triage, technician assistance, quote support, contract extraction, procurement, 
and finance. In the current estate, those use cases would be layered onto duplicated data domains, 
inconsistent workflow ownership, and weak exception discipline. Under those conditions, AI scale 
would amplify operating incoherence rather than produce meaningful productivity. 

Why Acquiris Was Engaged 

Acquiris was approached after the board, group CEO, CIO, and operating leadership 
recognized that the decline in delivery confidence could no longer be treated as an isolated 
execution issue. Across the group’s nine operating businesses, acquisitions had expanded 
commercial reach faster than enterprise simplification. The result was a patchwork of local platforms, 
partial standards, and governance bodies that reviewed many issues but closed too few of them. 
Cross-unit programs were slipping, duplicated capability remained visible, and AI proposals were 
now revealing the same structural weaknesses more sharply. 

No single internal function could resolve this condition credibly on its own. Group architecture 
could see the estate drifting, but could not settle business-unit trade-offs alone. Delivery leadership 
could manage program friction, but could not remove the structural causes beneath it. Business-unit 
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leaders could optimize for local P&L, but often in ways that increased enterprise cost later. Risk and 
controls could identify assurance burden, but could not unify the group around a workable reset. 
What leadership needed was an independent, senior-led, cross-enterprise reading of the condition 
and a defensible path out of it. 

Acquiris was therefore engaged to examine the group as a real operating system rather than 
as a collection of technology projects: to read the structure honestly, align competing internal logics, 
quantify the tax of fragmentation, and clarify a board-defensible strategic path before another cycle 
of partial fixes, program delay, and AI enthusiasm made the estate heavier still. 

Why Now 

The enterprise remains operational, but its confidence margin is narrowing. Two large 
cross-unit programs have already slipped by two quarters. Architecture and control exceptions are 
rising. Shared customers increasingly touch multiple businesses that do not move through one 
coherent customer, service, or data logic. The group can still deliver, but increasingly through effort, 
escalation, and accommodation rather than through a clean operating model. 

Delay increases the eventual burden of reset. Every additional local exception, 
country-specific workaround, duplicate workflow, or AI pilot enters an estate that already carries four 
ERP cores, five service / CRM platforms, three workflow stacks, and fragmented data ownership. 
Each month of unmanaged drift raises the cost of later simplification, because more behaviour, 
vendor spend, and political sponsorship harden around the current fragmentation. 

Acquiris’ view is that this is the moment to act: before the group normalizes a model in which 
every major change requires executive intervention to cross business-unit boundaries, and before AI 
scale compounds the same structural weaknesses already slowing delivery today. 

The Decision Facing Leadership 

Leadership is not deciding whether friction exists. That is already visible in slipped 
programmes, duplicate platform cost, heavier steering load, and rising exception volume. The real 
decision is whether this group should continue scaling strategic delivery through its current 
fragmented operating and architecture model, or reset the model now before complexity, cost, and 
AI-driven change make recovery materially harder. 

 

The question is not how to push the current model harder. The question is whether the 
enterprise should continue to pursue growth, change, and strategic delivery through its present 
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fragmented model, or commit now to a sequenced reset of operating logic, governance discipline, 
and architecture boundaries in order to restore coherence. 

A decision not to act is still a decision. It implies acceptance of continued local optimisation, 
continued exception tolerance, and a growing tax on every future initiative that enters the current 
model. A decision to act implies acceptance of short-term discipline, tighter sequencing, clearer 
ownership, and immediate discomfort in exchange for structural clarity and improved enterprise 
capacity over time. 

Engagement Mandate and Scope 

The Acquiris engagement was commissioned to determine whether slowing delivery in this 
group reflected isolated execution weakness or a broader structural coherence problem across the 
portfolio, and to define a strategic path proportional to the answer. The mandate was triggered by 
repeated cross-unit delivery slippage, estate fragmentation after acquisitions, and a new wave of AI 
proposals that exposed unresolved ownership and data-boundary issues. 

The mandate covered enterprise architecture coherence and platform boundary discipline; 
operating model clarity across business units and shared functions; governance forums, decision 
rights, and escalation patterns; delivery logic, sequencing, and work-in-motion behaviour; control 
integration and exception management; local optimisation with enterprise consequence; and the 
option trade-offs associated with resetting the model while the group remained commercially active. 

The engagement was not designed to produce a detailed implementation plan, vendor 
selection, or project-level redesign. It was designed to establish strategic direction: an 
executive-grade structural reading, a serious comparison of viable paths, and a decision-ready 
recommendation on the path most defensible under current enterprise conditions. 
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ACQU Part I — Assessment 

 

The Assessment phase was designed to test whether the group’s slowdown in delivery 
confidence was primarily operational, primarily technical, or fundamentally structural. The working 
hypothesis was that the group had not simply accumulated more work. It had accumulated more 
interdependence, more local variance, and more governance burden than its current operating 
structure could absorb cleanly. In this case, that meant looking across acquired businesses, country 
operations, field-service workflows, shared customer journeys, and the technology estate that had 
grown underneath them. 

The assessment examined the enterprise through six lenses: architecture condition, operating 
model condition, delivery condition, governance condition, control condition, and enterprise 
dependency condition. The review looked for recurring patterns rather than isolated incidents, with 
particular attention given to where local decisions created enterprise drag later, where governance 
effort existed without equivalent authority, and where delivery friction was being managed through 
escalation instead of structure. 

What Leadership Is Seeing 

 

Leadership is observing a pattern that is familiar in large operating groups whose complexity 
has outgrown coordination. There is more work in motion, but less visible completion. Shared 
customer initiatives cut across inspection, field services, parts, and workflow software, yet they 
converge more slowly than planned. Programs still move, but too often only after repeated executive 
intervention to clear ownership and platform disputes. 

Cross-unit dependencies now require more executive attention than they should. The same 
customer, product, and service events are being handled through different data and workflow paths 
depending on business unit or geography. Governance forums are active, but their existence is not 
always producing cleaner closure. Decisions about customer identity, pricing logic, case 
management, and workflow tooling are still being reopened or partially accommodated. 

At the delivery layer, work is accumulating faster than the group is pruning it. More than 180 
strategic initiatives are in motion, 47 are labeled group-critical, and multiple AI use cases are being 
proposed on top of an estate that already has duplicated knowledge, case, and workflow patterns. 
Throughput becomes harder to explain because activity remains high, but completion confidence 
weakens under the weight of cross-unit coordination and rework. 
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Current-State Structural Reading 

 

The architecture condition reflects accumulated variance without sufficient enterprise 
boundary discipline. Over six years of acquisition-led growth, the group retained too many local 
choices in ERP, CRM / service management, workflow orchestration, customer identity, and master 
data. The result is not total disorder, but an estate in which four ERP cores, five service / CRM 
platforms, and multiple workflow patterns create friction whenever work crosses business-unit lines 
or shared customers need one coherent journey. 

The operating model no longer provides sufficiently clear end-to-end ownership across 
critical enterprise flows. For example, quote-to-order, service-case escalation, customer master data, 
and knowledge reuse all touch multiple businesses and functions, yet accountability remains layered 
or negotiated rather than cleanly attached to a single enterprise owner. Business units retain local 
decision logic, while central functions carry responsibility for coherence without always holding the 
closure power required to enforce it. 

Delivery is slowing because the system through which delivery must occur has become 
heavier. Too much work is in motion, too many group-critical initiatives depend on the same scarce 
decision bodies, and priorities continue to enter the system faster than less-ready work is removed. 
Teams spend increasing energy reconciling country variations, acquired platforms, local exceptions, 
and uneven data definitions before they can move strategic work forward. 

Governance is present, but not fully effective. The group has steering committees, 
architecture reviews, delivery boards, and control checkpoints, yet those mechanisms do not 
consistently produce final closure. Some decisions are reopened when a business unit pushes back. 
Others move through as temporary exceptions that later become part of the estate. The burden of 
governance rises, but the protective value of governance does not rise at the same rate. 

Control requirements remain important, especially because the group operates in regulated 
and assurance-sensitive environments. Yet controls are too often being asked to interpret 
fragmentation after it already exists: different workflow paths, inconsistent customer and product 
data, uneven exception records, and AI proposals without one stable accountability model. That 
raises the cost of assurance and makes defensibility harder than it should be. 
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Figure 1. Illustrative structural burden chain 

Root Causes 

 

Complexity has accumulated faster than simplification. Acquisition-led growth preserved too 
many local systems and operating choices. Business-unit decisions remained rational within local 
P&L logic, but produced a group-wide estate with more overlap, more exceptions, and more 
governance burden than the enterprise can now process cheaply. Architecture authority remained 
partial while dependency load increased. Governance volume increased without equivalent 
decision-right clarity. Prioritization fragmented around local urgency. Controls followed change 
instead of shaping it. AI initiatives then surfaced all of those unresolved conditions at once. 

These causes are mutually reinforcing. That is why the problem has persisted despite local 
effort and partial internal improvements. What appears as delivery slowdown is in fact the visible 
output of a system whose operating coherence has weakened over time. 
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Evidence Base 

 

The findings are supported by a consistent pattern of enterprise signals. Similar needs are 
being solved through different local service, workflow, and data patterns across businesses and 
countries. Shared customers encounter different case, contract, and support logic depending on 
which business unit they touch. Group-critical initiatives continue entering the system faster than 
lower-readiness work is removed. Steering load remains high, yet many structural decisions are 
revisited or partially settled through exception. 

Architecture deviations and local accommodations continue to accumulate faster than 
enterprise rationalization. The same categories of friction recur: customer and product master data, 
field scheduling and dispatch logic, quote configuration, workflow tooling, and knowledge 
repositories. Informal escalation remains the integration model too often. Work assumed to be 
aligned reopens later because ownership, controls, or cross-unit implications were never truly closed 
upstream. 

Taken together, these signals indicate not a temporary slowdown but a system whose 
operating coherence has weakened enough to affect strategy execution quality. 

Consequence Model 

 

The current condition is already imposing cost on the group, even where that cost is not 
captured in a single budget line. The most visible burden is slower delivery convergence across 
businesses, geographies, and shared functions. Large programs now require more steering 
intervention, more dependency management, and more exception handling to reach outcomes that a 
cleaner enterprise would absorb with less effort. 

There is also a material cost burden. The group is paying for duplicated capability, 
overlapping platforms, management overhead, hidden labor inefficiency, and the carry cost of 
allowing too many local variants to survive. This matters not only for margin, but for future strategic 
capacity: every new initiative, acquisition integration step, or AI use case enters a heavier system 
than the one before it. 

This is why the problem is strategically material. It is not about delivery inconvenience. It is 
about whether the enterprise can continue to pursue strategic ambition through a model that is no 
longer simplifying itself fast enough to remain defensible. 
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ACQU Part II — Collaborate 

 

Managing Director, Field Services BU: 'My unit gets measured on response time and margin; 
enterprise simplification only matters if it does not slow the quarter.' 

Group CIO: 'We have four ways to solve the same workflow, and five ways to justify why this 
exception is the one we have to keep.' 

Transformation Lead: 'We are still moving, but more and more of that movement is 
coordination overhead rather than true throughput.' 

Chief Risk and Controls Officer: 'If agentic workflows arrive before ownership and exception 
logic are fixed, governance becomes post-hoc storytelling.' 

 

Stakeholder Tension Map 

 

The current condition is being sustained not by one failing function, but by a set of rational 
competing behaviors across the group. Business-unit leaders protect local P&L, customer 
responsiveness, and revenue timing. Group technology and architecture try to enforce coherence 
across acquired platforms and shared capabilities. Control owners want defensibility across a more 
variable estate. Delivery leaders are asked to keep the machine moving even when the machine itself 
is what now creates drag. 

Enterprise architecture is meant to protect structural logic, but repeated accommodation 
under delivery pressure can leave architecture consulted without being consistently authoritative. 
Delivery and transformation leadership is exposed to the immediate consequences of structural 
incoherence and therefore often defaults toward workaround and escalation simply to preserve 
movement. Security, control, and risk functions inherit a difficult assurance problem because local 
variation and exception growth make consistency harder to evidence. 

Finance sees cost and investment but often without full visibility into the carrying cost of 
fragmentation. Operational leadership wants continuity and therefore can become either a sponsor of 
sequenced discipline or a protector of local accommodation, depending on how realistic the reset 
path feels in practice. 
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The key insight is that the enterprise does not need a path that assumes all functions will 
suddenly agree on priorities, risk, and speed. It needs a path that can hold even when those tensions 
remain active. 

Decision Boundaries and Non-Negotiables 

 

A viable reset must reduce duplicated execution paths, reduce work in motion, reduce 
dependence on informal escalation, and reduce exception tolerance. It must preserve business 
continuity, preserve legitimate local responsiveness where it does not create disproportionate 
enterprise cost, and preserve executive credibility by remaining governable under pressure. 

It must clarify enterprise decision rights, clarify ownership of cross-enterprise flows, clarify 
when architecture authority is binding, and clarify which governance forums exist to decide versus 
review. It must not introduce another layer of complexity in the name of solving complexity. It cannot 
depend on heroic individual coordination as a durable integration model, on voluntary alignment 
without enforceable structure, or on delaying governance redesign until after rationalization has 
begun. 

Decision-right clarity, reduction in work in motion, boundary clarification for core platforms 
and capabilities, and tighter exception logic all need to begin early. These are not optional 
enhancements. They are conditions that determine whether the strategy will hold in the real 
enterprise. 

Boundary Conflict and Enterprise Arbitration 

 

In this group, boundary decisions are never neutral. They determine who owns the customer 
record, where pricing logic lives, which workflow stack becomes enterprise-standard, how field 
scheduling data is shared, and whether AI use cases train on one governed knowledge layer or on 
fragmented local repositories. Each of those decisions shifts cost, authority, and future bargaining 
power across businesses. 

The reset therefore requires an explicit arbitration logic. Enterprise coherence should prevail 
where fragmentation creates recurring cross-unit cost, assurance burden, or duplicated capability 
that the group will have to pay for repeatedly. Local autonomy should remain where differentiation is 
commercially real and its enterprise cost is bounded, visible, and governable. 

In practice, the arbitration test should ask four questions in this case. Does the contested 
capability materially affect more than one business or geography? Does divergence create duplicated 
platforms, duplicated data treatment, or AI-readiness problems later? Is the local case for variation 
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grounded in true commercial differentiation or only in inherited comfort? And if the group preserves 
the variation, who owns the cost it creates across customer, control, and platform layers? 

Conflict zone Arbitration rule Presumptive outcome 

Shared customer / master data 
patterns 

Enterprise coherence 
outweighs BU preference 
when customer identity, 
service history, or pricing rules 
affect more than one business. 

Enterprise binding decision; 
local execution aligned to one 
governed customer model. 

Quote-to-order and 
service-case workflow tooling 

Preserve local tooling only 
where process differentiation is 
commercially material and 
group-wide data reuse is not 
impaired. 

Enterprise-guided 
consolidation unless a BU can 
evidence bounded enterprise 
cost. 

Field scheduling and dispatch 
logic 

Local optimization is allowed 
only inside a common data 
and exception framework; 
otherwise cross-unit service 
coordination deteriorates. 

Enterprise standard for shared 
domains; local 
parameterization only. 

Knowledge repositories and 
agentic workflow layers 

Reuse and control defensibility 
take precedence where 
multiple businesses want 
copilots or agents to act on the 
same knowledge objects. 

Enterprise binding knowledge 
and AI-governance boundary. 

Parts catalog / product master 
ownership 

Preserve local catalog nuance 
only where it does not 
fragment pricing, 
replenishment, or cross-sell 
logic across the group. 

Enterprise-led model with local 
commercial extensions. 

16 



                                                                                      Enterprise Reset / Redacted Advisory Sample 

 

Strategic Options Considered 

 

Four realistic strategic options were considered.  

Option A continues patching through local optimization. It appears low-disruption, but leaves 
the condition intact and manages deterioration rather than resetting the enterprise.  

Option B pursues an immediate centralized enterprise reset. It signals seriousness, but 
overloads the organization and assumes a level of alignment and disruption tolerance that cannot be 
safely assumed here. 

Option C rationalizes architecture only. It is tangible and technically appealing, but 
incomplete because delivery slowdown is being produced by governance drift, ownership ambiguity, 
and prioritization inflation as well as technical fragmentation. 

Option D pursues a sequenced reset of operating model, governance, and architecture 
boundaries. It is less theatrical than a broad centralization push and less comfortable than continued 
patching, but it is a path proportional to the full nature of the problem. 

The Collaborate phase therefore identifies Option D as the strongest candidate for executive 
sponsorship: a sequenced reset that addresses operating logic, governance quality, and architecture 
coherence together while remaining realistic about enterprise absorption. 
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ACQU Part III — Quantify 

 

The purpose of Quantify is not to create false precision. It is to make the strategic options 
comparable in a way leadership can use.  

Option A minimizes short-term disruption but preserves the highest long-term drag. 
Leadership attention remains consumed by issue resolution, exceptions, and repeated escalation, 
while time to stabilization is effectively indefinite. 

Option B has the strongest immediate signal of seriousness, but the enterprise is too 
interdependent and too operationally active to absorb a broad, compressed reset without substantial 
friction. It offers speed of declaration, but not necessarily speed of stabilization.  

Option C is concrete and more manageable politically, but underestimates how architecture 
condition is being reproduced by weak decision-right clarity, governance drift, and prioritization 
inflation. It is vulnerable to renewed drift because the surrounding commitment system remains 
under-corrected. 

Option D carries moderate disruption and a significant leadership burden, but it distributes 
both through sequence rather than compression. It offers the strongest balance between realism and 
durable simplification. Its burdens are more productive than the burdens embedded in the 
alternatives. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

18 



                                                                                      Enterprise Reset / Redacted Advisory Sample 

 

Figure 2. Strategic option profile matrix 

 

The Economics of Complexity 

 

The group’s current model carries a real economic burden, even where that burden is not 
formalized as a single transformation cost line. Complexity here is not an abstract complaint. It 
shows up through duplicated platforms and vendor spend, local process variants, management time 
consumed by cross-unit arbitration, rework when enterprise implications surface late, and a higher 
marginal cost every time the group tries to launch another shared initiative. 

Where similar needs are solved differently across business units, the group pays repeatedly 
for capability it effectively already owns in another form. As ownership becomes blurred and 
dependencies increase, more management energy is required to do work that should otherwise 
move through cleaner structures. Each exception has an administrative cost, an assurance cost, a 
coordination cost, and usually a future change cost. 
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When decisions are made before enterprise implications are properly absorbed, work reopens 
later and effort is converted into coordination waste. Most importantly, complexity increases the 
marginal cost of future change. Every new initiative enters a heavier environment than before. The 
enterprise is therefore paying not only for today's fragmentation, but also for a more expensive path 
to tomorrow's ambition. 

 

Figure 3. Illustrative indexed burden trend 

 

Complexity Cost Baseline 

 

For board use, the economic logic of fragmentation should be translated into directional 
burden ranges leadership can defend. In a case like this one, the proxy lens is not limited to 
technology cost. It includes duplicated capability spend, coordination and steering overhead, rework 
caused by weak decision closure, exception-handling tax, and the added cost of trying to scale AI 
across inconsistent workflow and data domains. 
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In a live ACQU engagement for this group, Acquiris would baseline those burdens against real 
evidence lines: platform overlap across ERP, CRM, and workflow layers; hours consumed by steering 
and escalation; duplicate vendor and support cost; cycle-time loss on group-critical programs; and 
the incremental investment required to make AI use cases safe and reusable when data ownership 
and control gates are inconsistent. 

 

Burden class 
Benchmark-driven 
proxy range 

Evidence lens Why it matters 

Duplicated capability 
spend 

18–22% higher spend 
in fragmented 

domains 

Overlapping ERP, 
CRM/service, and 
workflow stacks 
across acquired 
businesses 

Shows where the 
group is paying 
repeatedly for 
capability it effectively 
already owns 
elsewhere. 

Coordination and 
steering overhead 

15–25% of program 
effort in burdened 

portfolios 

Escalation hours, 
steering pack load, 
cross-unit resolution 
cycles, executive 
arbitration time 

Captures the 
operating tax of 
blurred ownership and 
partial forum authority. 

Rework from weak 
decision closure 

8–14% schedule 
slippage on cross-unit 

initiatives 

Reopened boundary 
decisions, design 
reversals, control 
reinterpretation, 
late-stage 
dependency discovery 

Shows how effort is 
converted into 
avoidable coordination 
waste. 

Exception-handling 
tax 

5–10% additional 
operating burden in 

high-variance domains 

Architecture 
deviations, local 
process 
accommodations, 
control waivers, 
country-specific 
workarounds 

Makes visible the 
hidden cost of keeping 
too many local 
variants alive. 
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Burden class 
Benchmark-driven 
proxy range 

Evidence lens Why it matters 

AI scale premium 
under fragmentation 

20–35% extra 
enablement effort 
versus governed 

domains 

Duplicate knowledge 
prep, repeated 
controls work, 
inconsistent data 
ownership, separate 
model and workflow 
patterns 

Shows why AI 
becomes materially 
more expensive when 
scaled on top of 
fragmented operating 
domains. 

Marginal cost of future 
change 

+8–12% annual 
increase if untreated 

Longer initiation 
cycles, heavier 
dependency mapping, 
added integration 
work 

Demonstrates that 
complexity is raising 
the cost of each new 
change wave. 

 

These are not claims about every enterprise. They are the indicative burden classes this board 
would expect to see quantified before approving a reset of this type. The purpose is not 
pseudo-precision. It is to make the cost of staying fragmented comparable to the cost of acting. 
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Figure 3A. Benchmark-driven economic and AI scale scenarios 

 

Scenario View 

 

Scenario 1,  leadership protects the reset actively. Work in motion is narrowed, decision rights 
are clarified and enforced, exceptions are challenged under higher evidence standards, and 
governance forums are redesigned with real authority. The early horizon is uncomfortable but 
productive, and over time the enterprise becomes more governable. 

Scenario 2 is the most likely underperformance pattern: leadership endorses the reset in 
principle, but allows too many familiar deviations to survive under pressure. Some progress occurs, 
but exception tolerance steadily dilutes the path. Fragmentation reduces more slowly than expected, 
and disappointment is misattributed to the strategy rather than to weak commitment discipline. 
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Scenario 3 defers structural action and continues scaling through the current model. Delivery 
remains possible, but at increasing cost and with declining confidence. Future reset becomes more 
expensive, more political, and more operationally risky because there is more accumulated 
complexity to unwind later. 

What Must Be True 

 

For the recommended path to work, executive sponsorship must persist beyond approval. 
Work in motion must be narrowed visibly. Enterprise decision rights must be clarified and enforced. 
Architecture authority must matter in practice. Governance forums must close decisions rather than 
recycle them. Exceptions must become harder, not easier. Ownership must be simplified. 
Sequencing must follow dependency logic rather than political urgency. Client-side execution owners 
must be named and protected. 

These are not caveats around an otherwise generic strategy. They are the operating 
requirements of the path. If leadership is unwilling to protect them, then the enterprise is not truly 
choosing the recommended reset; it is choosing a diluted version of it, with correspondingly weaker 
results. 

Readiness to Reset 

 

The reset path recommended in this dossier is not self-executing. In a group like this, 
readiness depends on more than rhetoric. It depends on whether the CEO, group CIO, and operating 
sponsors are actually willing to narrow work in motion, force decisions across business-unit 
boundaries, and make exceptions harder precisely when local pressure argues for making them 
easier. 

Readiness dimension 
Current pattern to 
probe 

Minimum viable 
condition 

Failure mode if 
absent 

Sponsorship strength 

Visible concern at 
group level, but 
uneven appetite to 
overrule BU 
convenience when the 
quarter is under 
pressure. 

Executive sponsor 
protects the path after 
kickoff and intervenes 
when local resistance 
weakens enterprise 
decisions. 

The reset becomes 
symbolic endorsement 
while legacy behavior 
continues underneath. 
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Readiness dimension 
Current pattern to 
probe 

Minimum viable 
condition 

Failure mode if 
absent 

Owner authority 

Capable leaders exist, 
but some do not hold 
enough closure power 
across businesses, 
countries, and shared 
platforms. 

Workstream owners 
can settle routine 
cross-unit issues 
without re-legitimation 
every week. 

Accountability stays 
formal while escalation 
remains the real 
operating model. 

Priority reducibility 

Too many initiatives 
remain labeled 
strategic, including AI 
pilots with low 
readiness. 

Leadership removes or 
resequences work 
visibly so the reset is 
not forced through the 
same overload 
conditions. 

Concurrency remains 
inflated and the reset 
inherits the burden it 
was meant to reduce. 

Governance 
enforceability 

Forums exist, but 
some review more 
than they decide. 

Forums have explicit 
authority, evidence 
thresholds, and 
closure rules that 
survive BU pushback. 

Governance theater 
increases while 
decision quality does 
not. 

Exception tolerance 

Temporary 
accommodations are 
common across 
platforms, countries, 
and service 
processes. 

Material exceptions 
become rarer, better 
evidenced, and more 
expensive to justify. 

Fragmentation 
continues through side 
doors while the 
enterprise claims to be 
simplifying. 

 

If these minimum conditions cannot be protected, leadership is not selecting a reset path in 
the full Acquiris sense. It is selecting a diluted transitional program whose visible structure may 
increase while the underlying estate remains politically under-governed. That is an important 
distinction for this board to make before approving the path. 
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ACQU Part IV — Unify 

 

Recommended Strategic Path 

 

This group should not continue managing structural drag through local patching, selective 
technical cleanup, or repeated executive escalation. Nor should it attempt a broad centralization 
push detached from operational absorption across its businesses and countries. The most defensible 
path is a sequenced reset of operating model, governance discipline, and architecture boundaries, 
designed to reduce complexity before further scale, acquisition integration, and AI adoption are 
pushed through the system. 

This recommendation begins by restoring decision discipline, narrowing work in motion, 
clarifying ownership, and tightening the authority of governance. It then moves through rationalization 
waves that address the highest-friction areas first while preserving business continuity and 
maintaining room for local responsiveness where that responsiveness does not recreate enterprise 
burden. 

This is not a continuous-improvement program. It is a structural reset designed to prevent the 
current model from becoming progressively more expensive, less governable, and less capable of 
carrying future strategic ambition. 

The reset is also the group’s most practical route to AI scalability. Without clearer customer, 
knowledge, workflow, and decision boundaries, the current wave of copilots and agentic use cases 
will be built repeatedly in local silos, creating duplicated spend, inconsistent controls, and weak 
reuse across businesses. This reset changes that by tightening the domains within which AI can be 
scaled safely and economically. 

Target-State Design Principles 

 

The target state is not a perfectly centralized model, and it is not a loose federation of locally 
optimized units. It is a more coherent enterprise operating path in which architecture, governance, 
operating ownership, and delivery discipline reinforce each other rather than work against each other. 

The design principles are straightforward. The enterprise should require fewer but clearer 
enterprise decisions. Platform and capability boundaries should be cleaner. Accountability should be 
attached to outcomes rather than diffuse participation. Governance should protect commitment 
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rather than perform ceremonies. Prioritization should be shaped by enterprise logic. Controls should 
be integrated into the design of change. Complexity should be reduced before more scale is forced 
through the system. Local responsiveness should remain where it does not create enterprise drag. 

Two AI-native design principles should now be treated as explicit target-state requirements. 
First, architecture boundaries must support modular, composable AI agents and domain-specific 
models rather than forcing autonomous workflows into overlapping, exception-heavy estates. 
Second, controls and governance must be designed for autonomous execution, with oversight, 
evidence, and intervention paths appropriate for agentic decision loops rather than human review 
alone. 

Workstream Architecture 

 

The reset should be organized into five strategic workstreams: Architecture and Platform 
Boundary Reset; Operating Model and Accountability Redesign; Governance and Decision-Rights 
Reset; Delivery and Prioritization Discipline; and Control Integration and Exception Management. 

Together, these workstreams reduce a specific class of structural burden while reinforcing one 
another. Architecture and platform work clarifies where capabilities belong. Operating-model work 
attaches ownership more clearly to cross-enterprise flows. Governance work protects decision 
quality and closure. Delivery work reduces work in motion and sequencing disorder. Control and 
exception work tightens defensibility and reduces the hidden tax of unmanaged variance. 

AI-Readiness Implications 

 

Each ACQU workstream described is designed not only to reduce structural drag, but to 
create the operating preconditions for production-scale AI in this group. Architecture and platform 
boundary reset determines where service knowledge, customer data, and workflow orchestration 
belong. Operating-model redesign clarifies who owns agentic decisions when work crosses 
business-unit lines. Governance reset defines what evidence an AI exception requires. Delivery 
discipline keeps AI from becoming just another uncontrolled priority. Control integration ensures that 
the group can defend why an agentic workflow is allowed in one domain and not another. 

 

 

Workstream AI / agentic enablement Cost and control implication 
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Architecture and platform 
boundary reset 

Defines where service 
knowledge, customer identity, 
case data, and workflow 
orchestration belong so 
copilots and agents can reuse 
governed domains instead of 
local silos. 

Reduces duplicate enablement 
spend and prevents each 
business from building its own 
AI stack around the same 
customer and service events. 

Operating model and 
accountability redesign 

Clarifies who owns agentic 
decisions when quote support, 
dispatch guidance, or 
customer self-service crosses 
business boundaries. 

Prevents “everyone 
participates, no one owns the 
output” in high-impact AI 
workflows. 

Governance and 
decision-rights reset 

Sets approval logic, exception 
thresholds, and evidence 
requirements for production AI 
and agentic deployments. 

Makes AI defensibility cheaper 
and prevents local urgency 
from bypassing enterprise 
controls. 

Delivery and prioritization 
discipline 

Prevents AI from entering as 
another uncontrolled priority 
stream layered on top of an 
already overloaded portfolio. 

Improves ROI by forcing 
readiness and sequencing 
discipline before rollout. 

Control integration and 
exception management 

Aligns assurance, risk, and 
audit evidence early so AI 
scale is not blocked or 
retrofitted after deployment 
decisions are made. 

Reduces rework, waiver 
burden, and post-hoc control 
remediation cost. 

 

Horizon Roadmap 

 

Horizon 1, covering roughly the first 30 days, should stabilize decision discipline. The group 
should define the reset mandate, name accountable owners, identify the highest-friction cross-unit 
decisions, narrow work in motion, and stop new AI and platform exceptions from entering informally. 
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Shared customer, workflow, and knowledge domains should be identified immediately because they 
will shape later rationalization choices. 

Horizon 2, from roughly 30 to 90 days, should clarify ownership and boundaries. This is where 
the group confirms critical-flow ownership for quote-to-order, service-case escalation, customer 
master, and enterprise knowledge. It should also define the first enterprise-binding platform and 
workflow boundaries, redesign the forums that will close those decisions, and sequence which AI 
use cases are allowed to proceed and which must wait for stronger governance conditions. 

Horizon 3, from roughly 90 to 180 days, should execute rationalization waves and embed 
governance. The group begins reducing duplicated capability in the highest-friction domains, 
enforces revised exception logic, and moves the first AI use cases only in areas where ownership, 
control integration, and data boundaries are now credible. This is also the point at which local 
resistance becomes most visible and governance quality matters most. 

Horizon 4, from roughly 180 to 365 days, should consolidate simplification and normalize a 
better operating path. By then, governance should be protecting fewer but clearer enterprise 
decisions, the first rationalization waves should be visibly reducing drag, and the group should be 
able to advance a narrower set of AI use cases with higher confidence that they can scale across 
businesses without recreating the same fragmentation under a new label. 
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Figure 4. Sequenced reset horizon map / Sequenced reset horizon map with AI readiness 
milestones 

Governance Model 

 

The reset should operate through a limited number of clearly defined forums. The Executive 
Steering Forum owns strategic direction, major trade-offs, and sponsorship protection. The 
Architecture and Platform Forum protects boundary discipline and governs structural deviations. The 
Delivery and Prioritization Forum protects work-in-motion discipline and sequencing. The Operating 
Risk and Dependency Forum resolves cross-unit friction and major dependency issues. 

These forums must not operate as parallel bureaucracies. Their value lies in role clarity, closure 
quality, and evidence-backed decision making. The purpose of the governance model is not to 
watch the reset; it is to protect it. 

30 



                                                                                      Enterprise Reset / Redacted Advisory Sample 

Governance Transition Logic 

 

Most groups of this kind already have some version of steering, architecture, and prioritization 
forums. The governance challenge is therefore not how to invent committees. It is how to shift real 
closure power away from informal business-unit bargaining and toward enterprise-backed decision 
bodies with explicit authority. In this case, that means making it materially harder for a local platform, 
workflow, or AI exception to survive simply because a quarter is under pressure. 

In the first 90 days, governance authority should be re-legitimized by narrowing remit, 
clarifying what each forum can close, and showing early examples where decisions were actually 
settled rather than merely discussed. The group should see specific proof points: a boundary 
decision held against local resistance, a lower-value initiative paused, an exception rejected because 
its cross-unit cost outweighed its local convenience, and an AI use case sequenced later because 
ownership was not yet clean enough. 

Decision class Current anti-pattern Transition rule Final authority 

Enterprise binding 
Local accommodation 
reopens enterprise 
questions repeatedly 

Decisions affecting 
shared capability, 
control posture, or 
cross-unit burden 
move into binding 
enterprise governance 

Executive steering or 
architecture forum 

Enterprise guided / 
local execution 

Enterprise intent is 
stated, but local 
execution drifts 
materially 

Local execution 
remains flexible only 
inside explicit 
enterprise boundaries 

Relevant enterprise 
forum with local 
owners accountable 

Local discretionary 
within boundary 

Local teams treat all 
urgency as 
justification for 
variance 

Local choice is 
preserved only where 
enterprise burden 
remains low and 
legible 

Business-unit 
leadership within 
agreed envelope 

Escalation required 
Disputes bounce 
between committees 
without closure 

Material conflicts 
move quickly to 
named escalation path 
with evidence 
package 

Executive steering 
forum 
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The political test of governance redesign is simple: who can still say no, to whom, on what 
evidence, and with what backstop if local resistance escalates? If the answer remains unclear, then 
the governance model has been diagrammed but not yet made real. 

 

Figure 5. Governance operating model 

Expected Operating Signals 

 

Leadership should judge the reset not by whether people say the right things, but by whether 
the operating signals begin changing in ways consistent with restored coherence. In this group, that 
means fewer initiatives crossing the same steering bodies without closure, fewer architecture and AI 
exceptions entering informally, clearer ownership of shared customer and workflow domains, less 
executive time spent arbitrating routine cross-unit issues, and more stable throughput on 
group-critical programs. 
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Leadership should also expect normal but uncomfortable signals: frustration from units used 
to broad local discretion, sharper visibility into previously hidden structural weaknesses, and 
temporary discomfort as local exception paths are narrowed. Those should not be misread as proof 
that the path is wrong. They are often proof that the enterprise is finally constraining the 
permissiveness that allowed fragmentation to accumulate. 

Reset Health Dashboard 

 

Leadership should leave the room knowing not only what the reset is, but how drift will be 
detected early. For this group, the dashboard should track work-in-motion reduction, exception 
volume by class, decision closure time, duplicated capability retirement, steering load, and a small 
number of AI readiness indicators such as approved use cases by governed domain, unresolved 
ownership dependencies, and control sign-off lag for high-impact agentic workflows. 

 

Figure 6. Reset health dashboard for ACQU-to-IRIS transition 

Risk Register and Failure Modes 

 

The path is viable, but not self-protecting. In this group, the most likely failure modes are 
sponsor drift, exception creep, platform protection politics, governance theater, too many priorities 
surviving the reset, insufficient owner authority, sequencing collapse, and transformation fatigue 
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amplified by prior integration efforts that improved parts of the estate without truly reducing the 
enterprise burden. 

Each of these risks has a common pattern: the enterprise endorses the reset rhetorically but 
preserves too much of the prior behavior under pressure. The practical answer is explicit ownership, 
visible governance authority, tighter evidence standards for exceptions, and regular executive 
reinforcement of sequencing and commitment discipline. 

 

Figure 7. Risk heat map and Acquiris mitigation focus 

 

The highest-leverage mitigation levers are concentrated in sponsorship and governance 
design: Executive Steering Forum veto protocol, quarterly sponsor-accountability sessions, exception 
evidence thresholds, and explicit sequencing protection when business-unit urgency threatens to 
re-open the prior model. 
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Leadership Commitments Required Now 

 

Leadership should approve the target-state direction and accept that the group will no longer 
rely on uncontrolled local variation, partial authority, and overloaded steering as the default operating 
model for strategic delivery. It should approve the workstream structure, name owners with real 
closure power, confirm forum authority, and explicitly accept that shared customer, workflow, 
knowledge, and AI-domain boundaries will be treated as enterprise issues rather than optional local 
debates. 

Leadership should also accept tighter exception standards and protect sequence over 
politics. Most importantly, it should understand that early phases of structural reset may feel less 
comfortable before they feel more effective. Tightening discipline, clarifying ownership, and reducing 
permissiveness create visible discomfort before they create visible ease. That discomfort is part of 
the cost of restoring coherence. 

ACQU Closeout and Bridge to IRIS 

 

ACQU is complete when leadership has more than a diagnosis. It is complete when the 
enterprise has a clarified decision frame, an evidence-backed structural reading, a serious 
comparison of strategic paths, a quantified consequence view, an explicit set of operating 
conditions, and a unified recommendation it can defend under scrutiny. 

What ACQU does not do is carry the enterprise through the full governance life of execution. 
That is where IRIS becomes relevant. If leadership proceeds, the natural continuation is execution 
governance: preserving sequence, monitoring the health of the workstreams, managing change 
burden, keeping forum authority real, handling drift, and supporting handoff into a more 
self-sustaining client-owned model. 

A defensible strategy without execution governance is vulnerable to erosion. But execution 
governance without a defensible strategy is only structured motion. The value of the Acquiris model 
is that the enterprise does not need to choose between those failures. 

In the first 90 days after ACQU, IRIS would translate this dossier into live execution 
governance for a real operating group. The core deliverables would include workstream operating 
cadences, live issue and exception tracking, forum packs tied to closure rules, a reset health 
dashboard, dependency escalation logic, AI-readiness gatekeeping for selected use cases, and a 
handoff model that gradually leaves the client with a stronger self-sustaining governance rhythm. 
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What ACQU Delivers and What It Does Not Claim 

 

The value of ACQU is front-loaded in decision quality. For a group like this, ACQU provides a 
disciplined structural reading, a bounded set of strategic options, a quantified burden model, a 
recommended path, and the governance and sequencing logic required to make that path real. It 
does not claim effortless execution, automatic political alignment, or guaranteed structural 
improvement without sustained sponsorship. Those limits are not weaknesses of the method. They 
are part of what makes the method credible. 

ACQU delivers ACQU does not claim 

A structural reading of the current condition 
across business units, shared platforms, 
governance, controls, and delivery behavior. 

Guaranteed outcomes without sustained 
executive sponsorship and protected client-side 
ownership. 

An evidence-backed decision frame and option 
comparison the board and executive committee 
can challenge and defend. 

Client-independent execution or automatic 
political alignment across business units. 

A quantified burden model covering duplicated 
capability, coordination overhead, exception 
tax, and AI scale economics. 

A promise that every local variant can be 
preserved while enterprise coherence improves 
materially. 

A sequenced reset path with workstreams, 
governance design, and leadership 
commitments explicit enough to move into IRIS. 

An implementation plan detailed enough to 
replace live execution governance after strategy 
is approved. 

A board-defensible narrative that explains why 
this group should act now rather than keep 
paying the carrying cost of fragmentation. 

The claim that AI scale should proceed 
independently of cleaner ownership, data, and 
exception logic. 
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Appendices and Supporting Exhibits 

 

The appendices below give the dossier a more reviewable, board-defensible shape. They are 
intentionally compact and structured for challenge. In a live engagement, these exhibits would be 
further expanded and populated with client-specific evidence lines, burden estimates, and decision 
records. In this redacted sample, they are tuned to the case profile above so the document reads as 
one enterprise story rather than a generic advisory paper. 

Appendix A — Evidence Ledger Summary 

 

Issue theme Observed pattern 
Enterprise 
implication 

Confidence 

Duplicated service and 
customer workflows 

The same customer 
and service events 
handled through 
different CRM / 
service-management 
platforms depending 
on BU or geography. 

Higher maintenance 
burden, inconsistent 
customer experience, 
and poor reuse across 
shared accounts. 

High 

Priority churn and 
work-in-motion 
inflation 

More than 180 
initiatives in flight, 47 
labeled group-critical, 
with little visible 
narrowing as new 
work enters. 

Slower convergence, 
lower focus, and a 
reset that risks being 
forced through the 
same overload 
conditions. 

High 

Governance without 
closure 

Architecture, steering, 
and control forums 
active, but structural 
decisions often 
revisited or partially 
accommodated. 

More management 
effort without 
equivalent 
commitment quality. 

High 
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Issue theme Observed pattern 
Enterprise 
implication 

Confidence 

Boundary drift after 
acquisitions 

ERP, workflow, 
identity, and 
knowledge patterns 
retained locally longer 
than enterprise 
dependency load now 
allows. 

Higher integration 
burden and repeated 
enterprise cost every 
time change crosses 
businesses. 

Medium-High 

AI proposals ahead of 
operating readiness 

Multiple copilots and 
agentic ideas 
proposed before 
customer, workflow, 
knowledge, and 
accountability 
domains are fully 
governed. 

AI scale becomes 
more expensive, less 
reusable, and harder 
to defend under 
scrutiny. 

High 

Rework and cross-unit 
friction 

Work reopens later 
because 
dependencies, 
controls, or ownership 
were not fully resolved 
upstream 

Delivery effort is 
converted into 
coordination waste 

High 

 

 

Appendix B — Option Comparison Matrix 

 

Option 
Short-term 
disruption 

Long-term 
drag 

Control 
defensibility 

Strategic 
assessment 

AI scalability 
impact 

A — Continue 
patching 
through local 
optimization 

Low Very high Weak 

Manages 
deterioration; 
not defensible 
beyond short 
holding pattern 

Low — duplicates 
pilots and leaves 
weak 
agent-governanc
e boundaries. 
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Option 
Short-term 
disruption 

Long-term 
drag 

Control 
defensibility 

Strategic 
assessment 

AI scalability 
impact 

B — 
Immediate 
centralized 
enterprise 
reset 

Very high Medium 
Potentially 
strong but 
unstable 

Signals 
seriousness but 
overloads 
enterprise 
absorption 

Medium — can 
force 
standardization, 
but overloads the 
enterprise before 
AI gains become 
governable. 

C — 
Rationalize 
architecture 
only 

Moderate High Partial 

Improves one 
layer, leaves 
operating and 
governance 
system 
under-corrected 

Medium — 
improves 
technical base, 
but leaves 
decision rights 
and 
autonomous-exe
cution controls 
underpowered. 

D — 
Sequenced 
reset of 
operating 
model, 
governance, 
and 
architecture 
boundaries 

Moderate 
Lowest of 

viable 
options 

Strongest 

Best balance of 
realism, 
sequence, and 
durable 
simplification 

High — creates 
modular 
boundaries, 
stronger decision 
rights, and 
exception 
discipline 
required for 
production-scale 
AI. 

 

Appendix C — Workstream Dependency Summary 

 

Workstream Primary dependency Why it matters 

1. Architecture and platform 
boundary reset 

Governance and 
decision-rights reset 

Boundary decisions need 
enforceable authority or local 
accommodation will continue 
reproducing overlap. 

39 



                                                                                      Enterprise Reset / Redacted Advisory Sample 

Workstream Primary dependency Why it matters 

2. Operating model and 
accountability redesign 

Governance reset; delivery 
discipline 

Clear ownership and 
escalation rules are required 
before cross-unit flows can 
stop relying on executive 
arbitration. 

3. Governance and 
decision-rights reset 

Executive sponsorship; 
readiness to reset 

This workstream protects 
every other workstream from 
exception creep, forum theater, 
and reopened decisions. 

4. Delivery and prioritization 
discipline 

Executive sponsorship; 
operating-model clarity 

The portfolio cannot be 
narrowed credibly unless 
leaders accept trade-offs 
across BUs, countries, and AI 
initiatives. 

5. Control integration and 
exception management 

Governance reset; architecture 
boundaries 

Controls become cheaper and 
more defensible only after 
structural inconsistency starts 
to narrow. 

 

Appendix D — Horizon Roadmap Summary 

 

Horizon Strategic aim Illustrative outputs 

0–30 days Stabilize decision discipline 

Reset mandate, named 
owners, interim forum 
authority, first priority 
reductions, temporary AI / 
architecture exception 
tightening. 
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Horizon Strategic aim Illustrative outputs 

30–90 days 
Clarify ownership and 
boundaries 

Critical-flow ownership map, 
first enterprise boundary 
decisions, redesigned forums, 
sequenced AI use-case 
shortlist. 

90–180 days Execute rationalization waves 

Duplicated capability 
retirements in priority domains, 
tighter exception logic, first 
governed AI deployments in 
ready domains. 

180–365 days 
Normalize a better operating 
path 

Consolidated platform and 
operating model in priority 
areas, stronger dashboard 
signals, cleaner basis for future 
AI scale and acquisition 
integration. 

 

Appendix E — Governance Forum Summary 

 

Forum Primary purpose Cadence Decision authority 

Executive Steering 
Forum 

Strategic direction, 
enterprise trade-offs, 
sponsorship 
protection 

Monthly 

Approves major 
trade-offs, protects 
sequence, rejects 
materially weakening 
requests 

Architecture and 
Platform Forum 

Boundary discipline 
and structural 
deviations 

Biweekly 

Approves or rejects 
architecture choices 
and deviations within 
defined thresholds 
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Forum Primary purpose Cadence Decision authority 

Delivery and 
Prioritization Forum 

Work-in-motion 
discipline and 
sequencing 

Biweekly 

Pauses, resequences, 
or rejects work that 
violates enterprise 
capacity or structural 
logic 

Operating Risk and 
Dependency Forum 

Cross-unit friction and 
major dependencies 

Biweekly 

Assigns remediation, 
confirms dependency 
owners, escalates 
unresolved structural 
blockage 

 

 

 

 

Appendix F — Assumptions Register 

 

Assumption Implication if the assumption fails 

Executive sponsorship remains active beyond 
approval. 

If not, workstreams become negotiable and 
business-unit resistance will dilute the reset. 

The enterprise is willing to narrow parallel 
strategic work. 

If not, the reset is forced through the same 
overload conditions that weakened the current 
model. 

Enterprise decision rights can be clarified in 
practice, not only in forum charters. 

If not, governance activity rises while closure 
quality remains weak. 

Business-unit leaders will accept tighter 
exception standards where enterprise cost is 
material. 

If not, fragmentation survives through side 
paths even while formal rationalization 
continues. 
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Assumption Implication if the assumption fails 

AI readiness is treated as a structural design 
issue, not only a technology opportunity. 

If not, copilots and agentic workflows will 
re-enter through fragmented domains and 
increase operating burden. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Additional assumption 
The group is willing to define a small number of enterprise 
AI domains that must remain enterprise-governed even 
when local value cases look attractive. 

Why it matters 

Without explicit enterprise-governed domains for customer 
identity, service knowledge, workflow orchestration, and 
high-impact decision support, AI will scale as a series of local 
optimizations that recreate the same fragmentation under a 
more expensive technology layer. 

 

Closing Note 

 

This sample is intentionally written as a serious advisory dossier, not a pitch document. Its 
purpose is to show how Acquiris would read, structure, quantify, and unify a real operating problem 
inside a large multinational group where commercial complexity, acquisition history, and AI ambition 
have outgrown what the current operating model can absorb efficiently. 
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