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O P E N I N G  N O T E

Transformation does not fail because of poor strategy
or inadequate technology. It fails because institutions
cannot execute at the speed required to realise value.

In complex-market institutions, this constraint is structural. It is not visible in business cases. It is not priced

into ROI models. It is not owned by any single function. And it does not announce itself.

It accumulates — in deferred decisions, in multi-committee review loops, in escalations without resolution

owners, in business cases that assume immediate adoption and uninterrupted delivery.

The result is not failure. It is partial delivery, extended timelines, and outcomes that fall short of what was

designed — and what was funded.

This issue examines three dimensions of that problem: how governance velocity constrains execution speed;

how the actual complexity of work remains hidden from the people designing transformation; and why most

transformation ROI calculations are structurally overstated before implementation begins.

These are not new problems. They are persistent ones. And in a complex-market context — where specialist

capacity is finite, governance structures carry additional weight, and vendors are not calibrated to

institutional scale — they are more consequential than the literature acknowledges.
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S E C T I O N  O N E

Governance
Velocity:
The Hidden
Constraint

The speed and efficiency of decision-making is the single most underpriced

variable in transformation execution. In most institutions, delays are more

strongly correlated with governance latency than with technology complexity.

Most transformation governance structures are designed for control, not delivery.

That distinction costs more than most institutions ever calculate.
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S E C T I O N  0 1  ·  G O V E R N A N C E  V E L O C I T Y

The Velocity Failure

How governance structure becomes the primary constraint on execution speed

Organisations identify velocity problems too late — after timelines have expanded, costs have risen, and internal

confidence has eroded. Establishing clear decision rights is not a structural reform — it is an execution prerequisite.

Most institutions treat governance delays as a process problem. They are not. They are a velocity problem. And

velocity problems compound differently: they are invisible until they are expensive.

Institutions do not perceive transformation as slow. They perceive
governance as normal — and transformation pays the price.

VELOCITY DIAGNOSTIC

How long does it take to move from issue identification to a

binding decision?

How many forums does a single decision pass through before

resolution?

Who is explicitly accountable for resolving cross-functional

blockers — not escalating them?

EVERY DELAY COMPOUNDS

— Multiple committees reviewing the same decision, each

adding latency without resolution

— Escalations without clear ownership — issues move

upward but accountability does not attach

— Information loops displacing decisions — status updates

replace binding outcomes

— Deferred decisions reframed as "further analysis

required"
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S E C T I O N  0 1  ·  G O V E R N A N C E  V E L O C I T Y

Patterns Across Institutions

The same patterns emerge regardless of sector maturity, technology investment, or leadership capability. They are

structural, not incidental — and they persist precisely because they are invisible from inside the governance

structure that produces them.

WHAT VELOCITY IMPROVEMENT REQUIRES

Clearer decision rights at every tier

Fewer approval layers for execution decisions

Explicit ownership of resolution — not just escalation

Hard separation of oversight from operational decision-making

THE PREDICTABLE RESULT OF VELOCITY FAILURE

Project timelines extend beyond contingency

Costs increase against a fixed vendor contract

Vendor dependencies misalign as delivery slips

Internal confidence erodes — and does not recover easily

If your business case assumes immediate adoption, uninterrupted
execution, and full resource availability — your ROI is already overstated.
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S E C T I O N  0 1  ·  G O V E R N A N C E  V E L O C I T Y

Building the Credible Business Case

Most transformation business cases do not fail in intent. They fail because governance delay is not priced as a cost.

THREE QUESTIONS A CREDIBLE CASE ANSWERS

What is the actual cost of execution in the current governance

environment?

What portion of that cost is structural — present regardless of

the specific initiative?

What must change in the governance model to realise

projected benefits on the projected timeline?

WHAT A STRONGER CASE INCLUDES

Contingency for execution friction, not just technical risk

Separation of delivery timelines from benefit realisation

timelines

Explicit assessment of internal capacity — not assumed

availability

Governance delay as a costed variable, not a residual risk

The governance structure that approved the transformation is rarely
designed to deliver it.
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The Transformation
Drag Model

L AY E R  0 1

PERCE IVED CONSTRA INT

Technical Complexity
Where institutions focus their diagnostic attention. Technology risk, vendor selection, integration scope, and system

architecture. Visible, measurable, and — in most transformation environments — not the primary cause of delay.

C O N C E A L S

L AY E R  0 2

ACTUAL  CONSTRA INT

Governance Latency
The rate at which decisions are made, resolved, and actioned. Multi-committee review loops, escalations without ownership,

deferred decisions reframed as analysis. Rarely priced. Almost never named. Consistently the dominant cause of execution

delay.

P R O D U C E S

L AY E R  0 3

COMPOUNDED EFFECT

Decision Friction
The accumulated cost of delayed resolution: extended timelines, inflated delivery cost, vendor misalignment, eroded internal

confidence, and a compounding perception that transformation is inherently slow. The institution pays this cost on every

initiative — whether or not it appears in the business case.

Institutions optimise for complexity.

They are constrained by velocity.

The Transformation Drag Model
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S E C T I O N  T W O

The
Complexity
Archaeology
Problem

Organisations rarely understand how work actually gets done until they are mid-

transformation and the gap becomes costly. By then, the diagnostic is a rework

exercise — not a design input.

No transformation has ever been scoped accurately from a process map. The

map shows the policy. The floor shows the reality. The gap between them is

where transformation stalls.
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S E C T I O N  0 2  ·  C O M P L E X I T Y  A RC H A E O L O GY

Uncovering How Work Really Gets Done

The Complexity Archaeology problem describes a persistent gap in transformation design: the difference between

how organisations believe work is structured and how work is actually executed. Process documentation captures

formal flows. It does not capture informal routing, exception handling, institutional memory, or the workarounds that

have become standard practice over years of operational adaptation.

What the process map shows and what happens on the floor are rarely the
same thing after three years of operational reality.

THE THREE LAYERS

Layer 1 — Documented Process

The formal flow: policy-compliant, auditable, and often

several versions out of date.

Layer 2 — Operational Reality

How the team actually executes: workarounds, informal

escalation paths, and dependency shortcuts built over

time.

Layer 3 — Institutional Memory

Knowledge held by specific individuals: why exceptions

exist, which rules are selectively enforced, and what the

system cannot handle without human intervention.
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S E C T I O N  0 2  ·  C O M P L E X I T Y  A RC H A E O L O GY

Brownfield vs. Big-Bang: A Diagnostic Question,
Not a Risk Question

The strategic decision between incremental modernisation and comprehensive replacement is typically framed as a

risk tolerance question. It is actually a diagnostic completeness question. Organisations that choose a Big-Bang

approach before completing a complexity archaeology are not taking a calculated risk — they are pricing a

transformation they have not yet understood.

BROWNFIELD MODERNISATION

Preserves institutional knowledge in place

Allows progressive discovery mid-delivery

Benefits realise more slowly but more predictably

Technology debt compounds without active remediation

BIG-BANG REPLACEMENT

Breaks institutional knowledge dependencies — permanently

Scope exposure is highest at discovery, not design

Governance velocity becomes critical during transition

Benefit realisation highly sensitive to adoption speed

THE PRACTICAL IMPLICATION

Diagnostic investment before delivery commitment does not delay transformation. It prevents the more costly delays that

occur when undocumented complexity surfaces mid-delivery — when the organisation is already committed to a scope, a

vendor, and a timeline it can no longer change without significant consequence.
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S E C T I O N  T H R E E

True
Transformation
ROI

Transformation business cases are rarely wrong in intent. They are wrong in

construction. Execution friction is not priced. Internal capacity is assumed.

Benefit realisation is front-loaded. The result is predictable — and it repeats on

every initiative.

Approving a business case that does not price execution friction is not an

optimistic decision. It is a deferred cost decision. Someone will pay the difference

— and it will not be the person who approved it.
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S E C T I O N  0 3  ·  T R U E  T RA N S F O R M AT I O N  R O I

Why Business Cases Are Wrong in Construction

Most transformation business cases are built on three assumptions: that implementation will proceed as planned,

that benefits will begin shortly after delivery, and that the organisation can absorb change without disruption. In

practice, these assumptions rarely hold consistently.

WHERE ROI  IS  MISSTATED

Execution friction is not priced. Rework, governance

delays, and cross-team dependency conflicts are treated as

exceptions when they are the baseline condition of execution.

Internal capacity is assumed, not measured. Staff are

double-allocated; transformation competes with BAU; specialist

capacity slows decisions and reduces execution quality.

Benefit realisation is front-loaded. Savings are assumed

too early; adoption curves are ignored; process change is

treated as immediate when benefits often lag delivery by

quarters.

THE HIDDEN COST LAYER

The hidden cost layer is institutional drag — decision

latency, coordination overhead, process misalignment,

and rework cycles. Rarely priced. Consistently present.

Materially affecting timing, cost, and realised value on

every initiative.

THE PREDICTABLE RESULT

ROI is overstated before delivery begins

Timelines extend beyond the approved plan

Payback periods shift beyond the planning horizon

Confidence in transformation weakens

13



S IGNAL  ·  I SSUE  07  ·  MARCH 2026 TRUE  TRANSFORMAT ION RO I

S E C T I O N  0 3  ·  T R U E  T RA N S F O R M AT I O N  R O I

Building a More Credible Case

A stronger business case is not a more conservative one. It is a more honest one — honest about execution

conditions, internal capacity, governance latency, and the realistic shape of benefit realisation.

THREE QUESTIONS A CREDIBLE CASE ANSWERS

What is the cost of execution in the current governance

environment — before the transformation begins?

What portion of that cost is structural, and will accompany

every initiative regardless of scope?

What must change in governance or capacity to realise

projected benefits on the projected timeline?

WHAT A STRONGER CASE INCLUDES

Contingency for execution friction — not just technical and

vendor risk

Separation of delivery timelines from benefit realisation

timelines

Explicit assessment of internal specialist capacity

Governance delay as a costed variable, not a residual risk

THE STRUCTURAL CONCLUSION

Most institutions do not lack strategy. They do not lack capable people. They do not lack investment. What they

lack is the ability to translate intent into execution at speed. The institutions that move ahead treat transformation

as an operating discipline — not a periodic event.
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L O O K I N G  A H E A D

Q2 2026 Focus Areas

Execution conditions shaping the next quarter

As Q2 2026 opens, the conditions shaping transformation execution are being reset by two converging pressures:

accelerating expectations around digital capability, and the accumulating cost of legacy infrastructure decisions

deferred from prior planning cycles.

DIGITAL ADOPTION VELOCITY

The gap between customer expectation and institutional capability is no longer a competitive differentiator. It is becoming

a retention and regulatory threshold. Institutions that cannot articulate a credible digital delivery roadmap — with

governance structures to match — will face increasing friction from both customers and regulators.

LEGACY INFRASTRUCTURE PRESSURE

End-of-life systems are transitioning from a risk register item to an operational constraint. Every quarter of deferral adds a

compounding dependency cost to every new capability investment. The question is no longer whether to address it — it is

whether the governance structure can move at the required speed.

WHERE ATTENTION SHOULD CONCENTRATE

Governance Readiness

Before committing to new delivery, assess whether current

decision structures can support the velocity the initiative

requires.

Capacity Mapping

Identify where specialist capacity is genuinely available

versus assumed. Transformation competing directly with

BAU is a design error.

Stakeholder Engagement Architecture

Executive sponsorship is necessary but not sufficient.

Engagement architecture determines adoption speed more

directly than delivery quality.
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T H E  E X E C U T I O N  P R O B L E M

Transformation does not fail in design.
It fails in execution.
And execution is a system.

The execution problem is structural, not intentional. Transformation in complex institutional systems is

constrained less by ambition than by accumulated complexity, fragmented ownership, and governance

structures not designed for continuous delivery.

The consequence is rarely outright failure. It is partial delivery, extended timelines, and diluted outcomes

that erode confidence in what transformation can achieve — and limit what institutions will attempt next.

The institutions that move ahead are those that treat execution not as the implementation phase of a

strategy, but as a discipline in its own right — one that requires its own governance, its own capacity, and its

own accountability.

I S S U E  0 8  ·  J U N E  2 0 2 6

Why AI Adoption Is Stalling in Small-Market Complex Institutions — board-level commitment is not translating to

operational deployment. The next issue examines the structural blockers.
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Transformation
Intelligence
for Practitioners

Tumblehill Holdings is a research and institutional diagnostics advisory firm. We work with organisations navigating

technology transformation, governance reform, and operational modernisation.

Our frameworks — including the Theragnostic Adaptive Optimization (TAO) model and the Entropic Markov Model

(EMM) — are designed for institutions where complexity is real, capacity is finite, and execution is the constraint.

Each issue of Signal examines one theme in depth, written from the inside of execution — not as observers, but as

practitioners.
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