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1. Introduction: The Evolution of IT Services 

Operating Models 

IT services organizations have spent decades refining how they deliver technology capabilities to 

clients. Most of that refinement has occurred within functions. Sales improved pipeline 

discipline. Architecture improved solution quality. Delivery improved execution consistency. 

Managed services improved operational stability. Each function advanced, but the system 

connecting them did not evolve at the same pace. The result is an industry that has become more 

capable within its parts while remaining inconsistent across the lifecycle of client outcomes. 

This book frames that inconsistency as a structural condition rather than a performance issue. 

The operating model determines how decisions are made, how intent is preserved, and how 

learning compounds. When the structure is undefined, outcomes depend on individual judgment 

and improvisation. As structure increases, outcomes become more predictable, scalable, and 

economically efficient. The progression from undefined to adaptive systems follows a 

recognizable path that can be described, planned, and executed. 

The following sections outline that path as six stages of operating model evolution. Each stage 

introduces new structural capabilities, governance mechanisms, and learning systems. Each stage 

also requires deliberate transformation work supported by defined milestones, estimated 

durations, and clear instructions for execution. The intent of this introduction is to establish that 

progression as both a diagnostic tool and a transformation roadmap. 

 



 

Figure 1 - The evolution of IT services was never about tools. It was always about structure. From fragmented towers to 

autonomous lifecycle systems, this is the only path that scales. 

 

 

Stage 0: Ad Hoc Pre-Tower Model 

Before functional towers are established, many organizations operate in an ad hoc model. 

Capabilities exist, but they are not formally structured. Individuals or small teams perform 

multiple roles across sales, design, delivery, and operations. Work is coordinated through direct 

communication rather than defined processes. Knowledge resides with individuals rather than 

within the system. 

This model can be effective at small scale. It allows for speed and flexibility, particularly in 

early-stage growth. As demand increases, however, the absence of structure introduces 

variability. Delivery approaches differ by team. Pricing lacks consistency. Client outcomes 

depend heavily on who is involved rather than on how the system operates. 

The transition out of this model begins when variability starts to constrain growth and 

predictability. 



Project Plan and Milestones (4–8 weeks) 

• Identify informal roles currently performed across the lifecycle 

• Document recurring activities in sales, design, delivery, and operations 

• Surface dependency on key individuals and undocumented knowledge 

• Define initial capability groupings that will become functional towers 

Key Instruction 

Introduce structure without over-engineering. The objective is to create clarity around 

capabilities and responsibilities while preserving the agility that enabled early growth. 

This initial structuring leads naturally to the formation of functional towers, where capabilities 

begin to consolidate. 

 

Stage 1: Functional Tower Model 

The starting point for most organizations is a functional tower model. Capabilities are organized 

by technology domain and executed within those domains. Sales originates opportunity, 

architecture designs solutions, delivery executes, and operations maintains outcomes. Each 

function is optimized for its own objectives, and coordination occurs through handoffs. 

This structure creates strong technical depth but introduces fragmentation across the lifecycle. 

Intent is interpreted at each transition. Assumptions are revalidated informally. Accountability is 

localized rather than continuous. As a result, delivery quality, margin realization, and client 

outcomes vary more than the underlying capabilities would suggest. 

The transition out of this model begins with establishing visibility into where fragmentation 

occurs. 

Project Plan and Milestones (4–6 weeks) 

• Map current-state operating model, including reporting lines and decision rights 

• Identify handoff points and failure patterns across the lifecycle 

• Quantify business impact in terms of margin leakage, rework, and delivery inconsistency 

• Define a target-state vision centered on lifecycle continuity 

Key Instruction 

Do not attempt to optimize towers further. The objective at this stage is to make fragmentation 

visible and measurable so that structural change becomes justified and actionable. 



This visibility sets the foundation for introducing lifecycle thinking as an alternative to 

functional optimization. 

 

Stage 2: Lifecycle Operating Model 

Once fragmentation is understood, the organization can introduce a lifecycle operating model. 

This model defines the lifecycle as the system of record and introduces authority structures that 

preserve intent across that system. Lifecycle service lines such as consulting, professional 

services, and managed services are defined, and new authorities begin to emerge, including Bid 

and Proposal and Practice. 

The shift is from coordinated functions to an integrated lifecycle. Decisions are no longer 

isolated within towers. They are governed by lifecycle context, with early mechanisms for intent 

preservation and structured handoffs. 

Project Plan and Milestones (6–12 weeks) 

• Define lifecycle taxonomy and service lines 

• Establish Bid and Proposal function with commercial governance 

• Define Practice Authority charter for patterns, pricing assumptions, and architectures 

• Introduce initial lifecycle gates and handoff definitions 

• Develop foundational work products such as SOW templates and reference architectures 

Key Instruction 

Introduce authority before scaling process. Without clear ownership of patterns and pricing, 

governance mechanisms will expand without improving outcomes. 

This stage creates structural continuity, which enables the organization to move from 

coordination to controlled execution. 

 

Stage 3: Mature Lifecycle Operating Model 

With lifecycle structures in place, the next step is to make them consistent and enforceable. A 

mature lifecycle operating model institutionalizes pattern authority, commercial governance, and 

delivery acceptance. Practices own the service portfolio. Bid and Proposal governs pricing and 

solution assembly. Delivery executes within defined constraints. Learning begins to flow back 

into the system through structured feedback loops. 

The system moves from defined to repeatable. Variability decreases, and performance becomes 

more predictable. 



Project Plan and Milestones (9–15 months) 

• Expand Practice ownership of service catalog and lifecycle management 

• Industrialize Bid and Proposal with pricing intelligence and estimation accuracy tracking 

• Implement lifecycle gates with defined decision rights and DACI models 

• Establish delivery feedback loops tied to pattern and pricing updates 

• Align KPIs to lifecycle outcomes rather than functional metrics 

Key Instruction 

Shift from enabling the lifecycle to enforcing it. Patterns, pricing, and governance must become 

the default path, with exceptions explicitly managed rather than implicitly allowed. 

This enforcement creates the conditions for learning to compound, which is required for the next 

stage of evolution. 

 

Stage 4: AI-Augmented Lifecycle Operating Model 

As the lifecycle model matures, the system produces structured data, repeatable patterns, and 

consistent workflows. These conditions allow for the introduction of agentic AI as an 

augmentation layer. AI supports decision-making across the lifecycle, improving speed, 

consistency, and insight. Agents assist in opportunity qualification, proposal development, 

pricing validation, delivery monitoring, and operational optimization. 

The organization transitions from manual coordination to assisted decision-making. Human 

effort shifts toward higher-value activities, while routine decisions become increasingly 

automated. 

Project Plan and Milestones (9–18 months) 

• Map lifecycle decision domains and classify automation potential 

• Establish AI governance, including human-in-the-loop and audit requirements 

• Deploy assistive agents across sales, Bid and Proposal, Practice, and Delivery 

• Introduce workflow automation for low-risk decisions 

• Build feedback loops for continuous AI learning and improvement 

Key Instruction 

Apply AI to a structured system, not as a substitute for structure. AI amplifies the quality of the 

underlying operating model, making prior lifecycle maturity a prerequisite for effective adoption. 

With AI augmenting the lifecycle, the system becomes faster and more responsive, creating the 

foundation for autonomous coordination. 



 

Stage 5: Autonomous Lifecycle System 

The final stage builds on AI augmentation by integrating agents into a coordinated cognitive 

system. Decisions are no longer made independently within functions or even within isolated AI 

agents. They are orchestrated across the lifecycle using shared context, machine-readable intent, 

and continuous learning. The operating model becomes an operating system that adapts in real 

time. 

Human roles evolve to focus on strategy, exception handling, and system oversight. The 

organization reduces coordination overhead and increases its capacity to scale without 

proportional increases in headcount. 

Project Plan and Milestones (12–24 months) 

• Establish unified lifecycle intelligence layer with shared context and memory 

• Implement cross-agent orchestration and lifecycle event systems 

• Enable autonomous decisioning within defined governance boundaries 

• Redesign human roles around supervision and exception management 

• Institutionalize continuous self-optimization of patterns, pricing, and operations 

Key Instruction 

Design for controlled autonomy. Governance, intent preservation, and auditability must remain 

embedded as decision-making becomes increasingly automated. 

This stage completes the progression from fragmented execution to a self-optimizing system. 

Each stage builds on the structural integrity of the previous one, creating a cumulative 

transformation rather than isolated improvements. 

NOTE: Durations vary based on organizational scale and starting conditions; ranges reflect 

typical implementation windows. 

 

Closing Perspective 

The progression described in this chapter reflects the structural evolution of IT services 

organizations as they respond to increasing scale, complexity, and economic pressure. Each stage 

introduces improvements that address the limitations of the previous model. At the same time, 

each stage exposes new constraints that cannot be resolved without further structural change. 

This pattern is consistent across providers of different sizes and across different segments of the 

market. 



As organizations move from ad hoc execution to functional towers, they gain clarity and 

specialization. As they move from towers to lifecycle models, they begin to restore continuity 

across the flow of work. As lifecycle models mature, they establish control over patterns, pricing, 

and delivery. With that control in place, the system becomes capable of learning from its own 

operation. That learning, once structured, creates the conditions required for the introduction of 

AI. As AI becomes embedded in decision-making, the operating model evolves further into a 

coordinated system that can optimize itself over time. 

This progression is not a sequence of optional improvements. It reflects the requirements of 

operating a services business in an environment where client expectations, delivery complexity, 

and margin pressures continue to increase. Organizations that remain in fragmented or partially 

integrated models will experience growing variability in outcomes, reduced predictability in 

financial performance, and increasing reliance on individual effort to maintain consistency. 

For OEMs, GSIs, and MSPs, the implication is direct. The lifecycle operating model establishes 

the structural foundation required to preserve intent, govern decisions, and capture learning 

across the full scope of client engagement. Without that foundation, efforts to scale delivery, 

improve margins, or introduce AI-driven capabilities will remain constrained by fragmentation 

within the system. 

The transition toward autonomous operation further reinforces this requirement. Autonomous 

capabilities depend on consistent patterns, defined decision boundaries, and shared context 

across the lifecycle. These conditions do not emerge from functional or partially integrated 

models. They are the result of a lifecycle operating model that has been defined, implemented, 

and matured over time. 

The chapters that follow examine each stage in greater detail. They provide the structures, 

decision models, and work products required to move from one stage to the next. The objective 

is not only to describe the evolution, but to make it executable. 

  



2. Why Other Approaches Fail 

Organizations do not begin by redesigning their operating model. They pursue targeted 

improvements intended to increase consistency, scale delivery, or improve margins. These 

efforts are often effective within their scope. They do not resolve the structural conditions that 

create variability across the lifecycle. 

Process frameworks are typically the first response to inconsistency. They introduce 

standardization within operational activities and improve repeatability where work is well 

understood. In managed services environments, this produces measurable gains in stability and 

compliance. As work moves across functions, however, the effect diminishes. Processes can 

describe how work should flow, but they do not establish who owns the outcome across that 

flow. Decisions remain distributed, and intent is reinterpreted at each transition. Consistency 

improves within domains while variability persists across them. 

Tooling and platform-led transformations follow a similar pattern. Workflow systems, 

automation platforms, and service management tools provide visibility into work and improve 

coordination at the task level. They enable tracking, reporting, and execution discipline. These 

capabilities depend on the structure they are applied to. Tools implement workflows. They do not 

define decision authority. When the underlying model is fragmented, tools increase the speed at 

which that fragmentation operates. The result is greater efficiency within existing processes and 

faster propagation of inconsistency across the lifecycle. 

Organizational redesign is often used to address coordination challenges that emerge as scale 

increases. Reporting lines are adjusted, matrix structures are introduced, and responsibilities are 

redistributed. These changes improve communication and can create temporary alignment. They 

do not resolve the underlying ambiguity in decision ownership. Patterns, pricing, and delivery 

approaches remain governed by multiple parties without a single point of accountability. As the 

organization continues to grow, the same coordination issues reappear in different forms. 

Productization addresses variability by constraining the problem space. Standard offerings 

improve repeatability, simplify sales, and support margin consistency within defined boundaries. 

This approach is effective where work can be clearly scoped and delivered within a narrow range 

of conditions. As complexity increases, the limits become apparent. Multi-domain engagements 

and client-specific requirements require variation that productized models cannot absorb without 

degradation. The organization then operates with a mix of standardized and custom work, 

without a mechanism to maintain continuity between them. 

More recently, organizations have begun to pursue AI-first approaches. These efforts focus on 

accelerating decision-making, generating content, and improving access to information. In 

environments where tasks are well defined and data is available, AI produces immediate gains. It 

reduces manual effort and increases speed. These gains occur within the same structural 

boundaries that previously defined the system. Without shared context, consistent patterns, and 

defined decision ownership, AI does not create alignment. It increases the rate at which existing 

decisions are made. 



Under pressure to adopt AI, most organizations apply it directly to their current operating model. 

In ad hoc environments, it is embedded into individual workflows. In tower-based models, it is 

introduced within functions. Tools are extended with automation without redefining how 

decisions are connected across the lifecycle. This approach produces visible results quickly and 

requires minimal disruption. It also preserves the conditions that created inconsistency. 

Capable teams can build meaningful AI capabilities within this structure. They can generate 

statements of work from approved templates, constrain outputs to fixed-scope offerings, connect 

to internal repositories for historical context, and extract pricing signals from prior engagements. 

They can deploy client-facing agents to handle domain-specific interactions and improve 

responsiveness in early stages of engagement. These implementations improve speed, increase 

consistency within defined boundaries, and make better use of available data. 

The scope of impact remains limited. Generated outputs follow existing templates rather than 

governing how decisions are made. Pricing signals inform estimates without enforcing 

commercial discipline. Access to data improves insight without establishing shared context 

across the lifecycle. Client-facing agents operate within defined domains without influencing 

how work is structured and delivered end to end. Each capability operates within a local 

boundary, and the system continues to depend on how decisions are coordinated across those 

boundaries. 

Across all of these approaches, a common pattern emerges. Improvements occur within 

functions, tools, or constrained offerings. Coordination remains dependent on individuals. 

Decisions are made without a consistent mechanism that spans the lifecycle. Learning is captured 

inconsistently and applied unevenly. The system improves in parts while remaining variable as a 

whole. 

The limitation is not in the approaches themselves. Each provides value when applied within an 

appropriate context. Process frameworks improve consistency within operations. Tools increase 

visibility and execution speed. Organizational changes improve communication. Productization 

creates repeatability within defined scopes. AI accelerates analysis and reduces manual effort. 

These gains are necessary and often effective within their scope. 

They remain bounded by the structure they operate within. 

A lifecycle operating model introduces a different condition. It does not optimize within 

functions or layer automation onto existing workflows. It defines a closed-loop system across the 

lifecycle, where decisions, context, and outcomes are continuously connected and evaluated.  

These elements are carried from origin through delivery and into operation, with explicit 

mechanisms to preserve and revalidate intent as conditions change. Patterns, pricing, and 

delivery are governed as a coordinated set of decisions, and learning from each engagement is 

fed back into the system to influence future work. This creates continuity that extends beyond 

individual processes or tools. Automation can be applied within this structure, but it operates 

within defined boundaries and shared context rather than as isolated capabilities. The distinction 

is between a collection of automations that improve parts of the lifecycle and a system that can 



operate as a whole. The latter establishes the conditions required to move toward the level of 

coordinated, adaptive operation that AI enablement is expected to provide. The difference is not 

incremental. It alters how the organization behaves under scale. 

Approaches that operate within fragmented structures improve execution within parts of the 

system. They increase speed, provide visibility, and reduce effort within defined boundaries. The 

system connecting those parts continues to require coordination, interpretation, and intervention. 

As volume and complexity increase, these demands grow. Variability expands, margins 

compress, and outcomes become increasingly dependent on experienced individuals maintaining 

alignment across functions. 

A lifecycle operating model changes these conditions. Decision ownership is defined across the 

lifecycle, reducing the need for coordination between functions. Intent is preserved as work 

moves from origin through delivery and into operation, reducing reinterpretation and rework. 

Patterns and constraints guide execution, limiting variability across engagements. Pricing and 

delivery are governed as a connected system, improving margin consistency. Learning is 

captured and applied across engagements, allowing performance to improve over time rather 

than resetting with each new effort. 

Across these approaches, a foundational condition remains unaddressed. There is no consistent 

mechanism for measuring whether work remains aligned to what the client originally required as 

conditions change. 

Projects and programs are evaluated against plans, milestones, deliverables, and service levels. 

These measures track progress and activity. They do not reliably indicate whether the outcome 

continues to reflect the client’s intended result. 

Client requirements evolve as 

understanding improves, constraints 

shift, and new information becomes 

available. Success is not determined by 

adherence to an initial plan alone. It is 

determined by the system’s ability to 

maintain alignment with the underlying 

intent as those requirements change. 

Without a defined construct for intent, 

each stage of the lifecycle interprets 

success independently. Sales defines it at 

the point of origin. Design refines it 

based on technical feasibility. Delivery 

adjusts it based on execution constraints. 

Operations inherits the result and 

stabilizes it. At each transition, intent is 

partially preserved and partially 



redefined. There is no consistent reference point that connects these decisions. 

This creates a condition where a project can meet its stated deliverables while failing to meet the 

client’s intended outcome. It can remain on schedule while diverging from what the client 

requires. It can satisfy contractual obligations while introducing operational friction. These 

outcomes are a predictable result of a system that lacks a unifying measure. 

Intent provides that measure. It establishes a reference that persists across the lifecycle and 

allows decisions to be evaluated against a consistent objective. It connects business objectives, 

functional requirements, constraints, and operational expectations into a single construct that can 

be tested as work progresses. 

A lifecycle operating model establishes the 

structure required to define, preserve, and 

revalidate intent. It creates explicit points 

where alignment is assessed and decisions 

are made to continue, adjust, or stop based 

on current conditions. This introduces a 

form of control that is not dependent on 

process adherence or individual judgment 

alone. 

These differences compound as scale 

increases. In fragmented models, additional 

volume introduces additional coordination 

and increases exposure to inconsistency. In 

a lifecycle model, additional volume 

reinforces patterns, strengthens learning, 

and improves predictability. Investments in 

process, tooling, and AI continue to improve local performance in both cases, but only in a 

lifecycle model do those investments integrate into a system that operates consistently across the 

full scope of work. 

Over time, the separation between these approaches becomes structural and economic. One 

model requires increasing effort to maintain acceptable outcomes as complexity grows. The 

other reduces effort while maintaining control. One relies on intervention to correct 

misalignment. The other limits misalignment through defined authority and connected decision-

making. One improves in parts. The other improves as a system. 

The result is an operating model that can absorb complexity, scale predictably, and integrate AI 

into decision-making within defined boundaries. Performance becomes a function of the system 

rather than the individuals coordinating it, and improvement compounds over time rather than 

resetting with each engagement. 

  



3. Current State Assessment 

The prior section established that improvements applied within functions, tools, or isolated 

workflows do not resolve the structural conditions that create variability across the lifecycle. 

That conclusion shifts the focus from evaluating individual capabilities to examining how the 

system operates as a whole. The purpose of this assessment is to determine whether the 

organization can produce consistent outcomes through its structure rather than through 

coordination between individuals. 

Most organizations recognize the quality of their talent and the strength of their capabilities. 

Fewer examine how those capabilities are connected. The operating model is expressed through 

how work flows, how decisions are made, and how outcomes are measured. These elements 

provide a more accurate indication of maturity than organizational charts or process 

documentation. 

Organizations tend to operate within identifiable patterns of structure, each reflecting a different 

level of control across the lifecycle. In an ad hoc model, work is performed by individuals or 

small teams operating across roles, with coordination occurring through direct interaction. In a 

functional tower model, capabilities are organized by domain, and work moves through defined 

handoffs between sales, design, delivery, and operations. Early lifecycle models introduce 

lifecycle services and some degree of coordination across these domains, but decision authority 

remains distributed. A mature lifecycle model defines authority across the lifecycle and governs 

patterns, pricing, and delivery as a connected system. In more advanced states, AI begins to 

augment decision-making within this structure, and in the most developed form, decision-making 

is coordinated across agents within defined boundaries, with intent continuously evaluated as 

conditions evolve. 

These models can be identified through observable behavior rather than stated design. When 

coordination is required to align teams, decisions are being made in multiple places and 

ownership has not been established across the lifecycle. When outcomes vary by team or 

individual, execution is adapting to conditions rather than operating within defined patterns and 

constraints. When pricing and delivery frequently diverge, commercial assumptions are not 

connected to execution, and the point at which those assumptions are validated has not been 

structurally defined. When projects meet deliverables but fail to achieve intended outcomes, 

success is being measured within individual stages rather than across the lifecycle. When 

learning does not carry forward from one engagement to the next, feedback is not connected to 

the structures that define how work is performed. 

These indicators point to a single underlying condition. The system is not operating with control 

across the lifecycle. Control in this context is not a function of process coverage, reporting 

structure, or tool adoption. It is the ability of the organization to produce the intended outcome 

consistently without relying on intervention to maintain alignment. This requires that intent can 

be traced from origin through delivery and into operation, that decisions are evaluated against 

that intent as conditions change, that patterns and pricing are applied consistently across 

engagements, and that learning from prior work is incorporated into future decisions. 



In the absence of these conditions, organizations compensate through increased coordination, 

additional oversight, and reliance on experienced individuals to maintain acceptable outcomes. 

These mechanisms improve performance within specific situations but do not change how the 

system behaves as scale and complexity increase. As a result, variability persists even as 

capability improves. 

A useful way to assess maturity is to consider how consistently the system can operate without 

intervention. At lower levels, outcomes depend on individuals carrying context across 

engagements. At intermediate levels, functions operate with increasing consistency while the 

lifecycle connecting them remains variable. At higher levels, the lifecycle itself becomes 

controlled and repeatable, allowing outcomes to be produced with less dependence on 

coordination. As AI is introduced into a structured lifecycle, decision-making becomes more 

efficient within defined boundaries, and in the most advanced state, the system operates as a 

coordinated whole, with decisions connected and evaluated continuously. 

The purpose of this assessment is not classification for its own sake. It is to establish clarity on 

where structural limitations exist and why incremental improvements within the current model 

are insufficient to resolve them. Movement between these states is not achieved by increasing 

effort within existing structures. It requires redefining how decisions are owned, how work is 

connected across the lifecycle, how intent is preserved and evaluated, and how learning is 

applied. 

The assessment described here operates at the system level. It identifies how work is connected 

across the lifecycle and where control is lost. Within each stage, maturity also varies across the 

underlying authorities. Sales, Bid and Proposal, Practice, and Delivery each progress through 

their own levels of definition, control, and integration. These variations explain why 

organizations may exhibit characteristics of multiple stages simultaneously. Detailed maturity 

within each authority is explored separately, providing a more granular view of how patterns, 

pricing, decision ownership, and execution evolve as the lifecycle model develops. Detailed 

authority maturity guides and supporting work products are available at lifecyclebydesign.com. 

Go to the website and click on “downloads”. Look for the guides. 

With this understanding in place, the focus shifts from assessment to execution. The sections that 

follow define the transition from the current state to the next level of maturity through a series of 

structured milestones. These milestones establish the sequence of changes required to introduce 

lifecycle continuity, define authority, preserve intent, and connect learning across the system. 

Progression is not achieved through isolated improvements, but through coordinated changes that 

move the operating model from one level of capability to the next. 

4. Transition: Ad Hoc → Functional Tower 

The transition from an ad hoc operating model to a functional tower structure establishes the first 

level of consistency within the organization. The milestones below define a sequence that 

introduces capability structure, ownership, and repeatability without extending prematurely into 

lifecycle coordination. The objective is to stabilize execution within domains so that later 

transitions can connect those domains into a system. 



This transition typically spans eight to sixteen weeks, depending on the starting point, 

organizational size, and level of alignment across leadership. The milestones are designed to 

overlap where appropriate, allowing progress without waiting for full completion of each step 

before advancing. 

 

 

Milestone 1 — Define Capability Domains and Ownership (Weeks 1–3) 

The first milestone establishes the structural foundation by identifying the core domains of work 

and assigning ownership for each. These domains should reflect how work is actually performed 

rather than how it is represented in organizational charts. The intent is to group similar work into 

areas where repeatability can be introduced. 

Ownership is assigned at a level that carries accountability for defining how work is performed 

within the domain. This includes responsibility for execution consistency, initial service 

definition, and ongoing improvement. 

Key activities include analyzing current work patterns across sales, design, delivery, and 

operations, identifying a small number of core capability domains, assigning accountable 

ownership, and defining initial role boundaries. The outputs consist of a capability domain 

model, named ownership for each domain, and initial role definitions. 



By the end of this milestone, work is organized into defined areas of capability with accountable 

ownership. Variability remains, but it is now contained within domains rather than distributed 

across individuals. 

 

Milestone 2 — Establish Baseline Service Definitions and Delivery Patterns 

(Weeks 3–7) 

With domains defined, the next milestone introduces repeatability within each domain by 

identifying common types of work and defining how that work is performed. This creates a 

baseline for execution that reduces variation and provides a reference for future refinement. 

These definitions focus on the most frequently performed work rather than attempting full 

coverage. The goal is to establish consistent execution patterns that can be expanded over time. 

Activities include identifying recurring work types, defining delivery steps and sequencing, 

documenting assumptions and constraints, and aligning domain teams on consistent approaches. 

Outputs include an initial service catalog organized by domain, baseline delivery playbooks, and 

defined execution patterns. 

At this stage, execution becomes more consistent within domains. Work is no longer defined 

from first principles for each engagement, and teams begin to operate against shared 

expectations. 

 

Milestone 3 — Introduce Initial Pricing Alignment (Weeks 5–9, overlapping with 

Milestone 2) 

As delivery patterns are defined, pricing begins to align with those patterns. This creates an early 

connection between how work is performed and how it is sold. At this stage, pricing does not 

require full precision, but it must reflect the defined delivery approach. 

This milestone introduces discipline in estimation and scoping, reducing variability between 

commercial expectations and execution. 

Activities include defining baseline pricing ranges, aligning effort assumptions with delivery 

patterns, establishing scoping guidelines, and introducing consistency in proposal development. 

Outputs include pricing guidelines tied to service definitions, estimation baselines, and consistent 

scoping assumptions. 

By the end of this milestone, commercial expectations begin to align with delivery reality within 

domains, improving predictability even as variability still exists across domains. 

 



Milestone 4 — Implement Work Tracking and Performance Visibility (Weeks 7–

12) 

With execution and pricing patterns in place, the next milestone introduces visibility into how 

work is performed. Tracking is implemented at the domain level to capture effort, duration, and 

outcomes, creating a data foundation for future refinement. 

The focus is on consistent data capture rather than advanced analytics. The objective is to replace 

anecdotal understanding with observable performance data. 

Activities include defining key metrics, implementing tracking mechanisms, aligning teams on 

data capture practices, and beginning collection of baseline performance data. Outputs include 

domain-level metrics, a tracking framework, and an initial dataset. 

At this stage, the organization gains visibility into execution within domains, establishing the 

foundation for future learning and improvement. 

 

Milestone 5 — Stabilize Domain Execution and Role Alignment (Weeks 10–16) 

The final milestone focuses on stabilizing the structure and ensuring that roles, responsibilities, 

and execution patterns are consistently applied. This includes resolving misalignments, 

reinforcing ownership, and ensuring that teams operate within defined domains. 

This milestone prevents regression into ad hoc behavior and prepares the organization for the 

introduction of lifecycle coordination in the next transition. 

Activities include validating role alignment, reinforcing accountability, addressing 

inconsistencies in execution, and refining service definitions based on initial data. Outputs 

include a stabilized domain operating model, refined service catalog and playbooks, and 

confirmed role alignment. 

By the end of this milestone, execution within domains becomes predictable and repeatable. The 

organization no longer depends on individual coordination to maintain consistency within each 

area of capability. 

 

Milestone Summary 

Across these milestones, the organization moves from individual-driven execution to domain-

based consistency over an eight to sixteen week period. Work becomes structured within defined 

capabilities, ownership is established, and execution patterns begin to stabilize. Coordination 

across domains remains necessary, as lifecycle continuity has not yet been introduced. 



The next transition builds on this structure by defining lifecycle services and connecting work 

across these domains, allowing decisions and outcomes to align more consistently as work 

moves through the system. 

5. Transition: Functional Tower → Early Lifecycle 

The prior section established capability-based structure and stabilized execution within defined 

service domains. Work is now performed with greater consistency inside each area, and 

ownership for how work is defined and executed has been clarified. As the volume of work 

increases and engagements span multiple domains, coordination becomes a more significant 

factor in outcomes. Work moves between domains through handoffs, and alignment depends on 

how effectively assumptions are communicated and interpreted. This transition introduces 

lifecycle continuity so that work is not only consistent within domains but also connected as it 

progresses from initial engagement through delivery and into operation. 

The objective of this transition is to define lifecycle services and introduce mechanisms that 

connect work across domains while preserving the consistency already established. Consulting, 

professional services, and managed services are defined as lifecycle stages that organize work 

from concept through execution and into ongoing support. At this stage, authority remains 

primarily within domains, and coordination is still required, but the flow of work becomes 

structured and more predictable. 

This transition 

typically spans twelve 

to twenty-four weeks. 

The milestones 

introduce lifecycle 

structure, coordinated 

solution assembly, 

initial patterns, and 

governance 

checkpoints that begin 

to align decisions 

across stages. These 

elements are layered 

onto the existing 

domain structure and 

provide the foundation 

for the authority model 

introduced in the next 

transition. 

 

 



Milestone 1 — Define Lifecycle Services and Flow (Weeks 1–4) 

The first milestone establishes lifecycle services and defines how work progresses across them. 

Consulting, professional services, and managed services are defined with clear roles in the 

lifecycle, including the primary objectives, inputs, and outputs of each stage. The focus is on 

how work transitions between stages rather than how work is executed within each domain. 

Activities include mapping current work into lifecycle stages, defining the transitions between 

those stages, and identifying the key artifacts that move with the work. Outputs include lifecycle 

service definitions and an initial lifecycle flow model that connects domains through defined 

transitions. 

By the end of this milestone, work is understood as progressing through a lifecycle rather than 

existing solely within domains. This introduces a shared view of how engagements evolve from 

initial concept through delivery and into operation. 

 

Milestone 2 — Introduce Bid and Proposal for Coordinated Solution Assembly 

(Weeks 3–8) 

As lifecycle flow is defined, the need for coordinated solution assembly becomes more apparent. 

The Bid and Proposal function is introduced to connect sales, design, and delivery by defining 

how solutions are constructed and priced before execution begins. This function provides a 

structured approach to aligning assumptions across domains at the point where commitments are 

made. 

At this stage, Bid and Proposal operates as a coordination mechanism rather than a governing 

authority. It establishes consistency in how solutions are assembled and how pricing reflects the 

defined lifecycle services. 

Activities include defining the role and responsibilities of Bid and Proposal, establishing solution 

assembly practices, and aligning proposal structures with lifecycle definitions. Outputs include 

initial solution assembly frameworks and more consistent proposal artifacts. 

By the end of this milestone, work entering delivery is more consistently defined, reducing 

variability introduced at the transition from sales to execution. 

 

Milestone 3 — Establish Reference Architectures and Service Bundles (Weeks 5–

10) 

With lifecycle services and solution assembly in place, the next milestone introduces reference 

architectures and service bundles that provide repeatable patterns across domains. These patterns 



define how common solutions are structured and delivered, allowing work to be assembled with 

greater consistency. 

At this stage, patterns are focused on frequently occurring scenarios and are not yet 

comprehensive or enforced across all engagements. The objective is to create a baseline set of 

patterns that can be expanded and refined. 

Activities include identifying common solution types, defining reference architectures, and 

grouping services into repeatable bundles aligned to lifecycle stages. Outputs include initial 

reference architectures and defined service bundles. 

By the end of this milestone, work across domains begins to align to shared patterns rather than 

being defined independently within each area. 

 

Milestone 4 — Introduce Governance Checkpoints at Lifecycle Transitions 

(Weeks 8–14) 

As work begins to flow across lifecycle stages, governance checkpoints are introduced at key 

transitions to ensure that decisions are evaluated before progressing. These checkpoints occur at 

points such as solution approval, handoff to delivery, and transition into managed services. 

At this stage, governance is focused on alignment rather than enforcement. The objective is to 

introduce consistent evaluation points that connect decisions across domains without yet 

redefining authority. 

Activities include defining transition points, establishing criteria for progression, and assigning 

accountability for review at each checkpoint. Outputs include an initial governance framework 

with defined checkpoints and evaluation criteria. 

By the end of this milestone, work moving across lifecycle stages is subject to consistent review, 

reducing misalignment at transitions and improving continuity. 

 

Milestone 5 — Align Pricing and Delivery Across Lifecycle Services (Weeks 10–

18) 

With governance and patterns emerging, pricing and delivery are further aligned across lifecycle 

services. This milestone strengthens the connection between how work is sold and how it is 

executed, extending beyond individual domains. 

Activities include refining pricing models to reflect lifecycle services, aligning delivery 

approaches with those models, and reducing variability between commercial assumptions and 



execution. Outputs include improved pricing frameworks and stronger alignment between 

proposals and delivery. 

By the end of this milestone, the relationship between pricing and delivery becomes more 

consistent across lifecycle stages, reducing friction at transitions and improving predictability. 

 

Milestone 6 — Stabilize Lifecycle Flow and Coordination (Weeks 16–24) 

The final milestone focuses on stabilizing lifecycle flow and ensuring that coordination across 

domains becomes consistent and repeatable. This includes reinforcing lifecycle definitions, 

refining governance checkpoints, and addressing breakdowns in how work transitions between 

stages. 

At this stage, coordination remains a necessary part of the system, but it becomes structured and 

predictable rather than dependent on individual interpretation. 

Activities include reviewing lifecycle performance, addressing inconsistencies, and refining 

patterns and governance based on observed outcomes. Outputs include a stabilized lifecycle flow 

model and improved coordination practices. 

By the end of this milestone, work flows more consistently across lifecycle stages, and outcomes 

become less dependent on ad hoc coordination between domains. 

 

Milestone Summary 

Across these milestones, the organization moves from domain-level consistency to structured 

coordination across the lifecycle over a twelve to twenty-four week period. Lifecycle services are 

defined, solution assembly is introduced, and governance checkpoints begin to align decisions 

across stages. Patterns and pricing extend beyond individual domains, creating greater 

consistency in how work is structured and delivered. 

Coordination remains necessary because authority has not yet been fully defined across the 

lifecycle. The next transition builds on this foundation by establishing authority and introducing 

system-level control, allowing decisions to be governed consistently across all stages. 

 

6. Transition: Early Lifecycle → Mature Lifecycle 

The prior section introduced lifecycle continuity by defining lifecycle services and establishing 

mechanisms that connect work across domains. Work now progresses through consulting, 



professional services, and managed services with greater coordination. Solution assembly is 

more consistent, patterns are emerging, and governance checkpoints provide alignment at key 

transitions. 

Despite these 

improvements, 

outcomes still 

depend on 

coordination 

between domains 

and functions. 

Decisions are 

made in multiple 

places, and 

alignment is 

maintained 

through review 

and 

communication 

rather than through 

a defined system 

of authority. 

The objective of this transition is to establish authority across the lifecycle and introduce system-

level control. This changes how decisions are made and enforced. Authority is defined across 

Sales, Bid and Proposal, Practice, and Delivery, and each authority is assigned clear ownership 

over specific decisions that shape how work is structured, priced, and executed. This transition 

reduces reliance on coordination by embedding decision ownership within the system itself. 

This transition typically spans sixteen to thirty-two weeks. The milestones introduce the 

authority model, formalize patterns and pricing, embed governance within execution, and 

establish mechanisms to define and preserve intent across the lifecycle. These elements 

transform the lifecycle from a coordinated flow into a controlled system. 

 

Milestone 1 — Define and Formalize the Authority Model (Weeks 1–6) 

The first milestone establishes the authority model that defines how decisions are owned across 

the lifecycle. Sales Authority, Bid and Proposal Authority, Practice Authority, and Delivery 

Authority are defined with clear decision rights and responsibilities. Each authority is 

accountable for a specific set of decisions that influence how work is structured and executed. 

The focus is on defining decision ownership rather than reorganizing reporting structures. 

Authorities operate across existing domains and lifecycle stages, providing a layer of control that 

connects decisions throughout the system. 



Activities include identifying key decision points across the lifecycle, assigning ownership to the 

appropriate authority, and defining how those decisions are made and validated. Outputs include 

a formalized authority model with defined decision rights and accountability. 

By the end of this milestone, decision ownership is no longer distributed across functions 

without clarity. It is defined and visible across the lifecycle. 

 

Milestone 2 — Establish Practice Authority and Pattern Governance (Weeks 4–

10) 

With the authority model defined, the next milestone establishes Practice Authority as the owner 

of patterns, reference architectures, and service definitions. Practice Authority defines how work 

should be structured and executed across the lifecycle, providing a consistent foundation for 

solution assembly and delivery. 

Patterns evolve from initial reference architectures into governed assets that define boundaries, 

assumptions, and constraints. These patterns are applied across engagements, reducing 

variability and improving consistency. 

Activities include formalizing pattern ownership, expanding reference architectures, defining 

service boundaries, and establishing processes for pattern maintenance and evolution. Outputs 

include a structured pattern library and defined governance over how patterns are applied. 

By the end of this milestone, patterns become a governing mechanism rather than a reference, 

shaping how work is designed and delivered. 

 

Milestone 3 — Strengthen Bid and Proposal Authority for Commercial 

Governance (Weeks 6–14) 

Bid and Proposal evolves from a coordination function into a governing authority for solution 

assembly and pricing. This authority ensures that solutions align with defined patterns and that 

pricing reflects the assumptions embedded in those patterns. 

The focus is on connecting commercial commitments to delivery realities. Decisions about 

scope, pricing, and feasibility are evaluated against defined patterns before commitments are 

made. 

Activities include formalizing pricing models tied to patterns, establishing validation processes 

for solution assembly, and defining criteria for commercial acceptance. Outputs include 

structured pricing models, validated solution frameworks, and defined commercial governance 

processes. 



By the end of this milestone, pricing and solution design are governed together, reducing 

divergence between what is sold and what is delivered. 

 

Milestone 4 — Align Delivery Authority with Patterns and Constraints (Weeks 

8–18) 

Delivery Authority is aligned with the patterns and constraints defined by Practice Authority and 

the commitments established by Bid and Proposal. Delivery execution operates within defined 

boundaries, reducing variability and ensuring consistency across engagements. 

The focus is on enabling delivery teams to execute within a structured framework rather than 

redefining work for each engagement. 

Activities include aligning delivery playbooks with patterns, establishing guidelines for 

operating within constraints, and reinforcing accountability for execution within defined 

boundaries. Outputs include standardized delivery approaches and alignment between delivery 

and upstream decisions. 

By the end of this milestone, delivery becomes more predictable and less dependent on 

individual interpretation. 

 

Milestone 5 — Introduce Intent Definition and Revalidation (Weeks 10–22) 

With authority established, the next milestone introduces intent as a defined construct that 

connects decisions across the lifecycle. Intent captures business objectives, functional 

requirements, constraints, and operational expectations in a form that can be evaluated as work 

progresses. 

Revalidation checkpoints are introduced to assess whether work remains aligned with intent as 

conditions change. These checkpoints create a mechanism for adjusting work or redefining intent 

when necessary. 

Activities include defining intent models, establishing revalidation checkpoints, and integrating 

intent evaluation into lifecycle governance. Outputs include structured intent artifacts and 

defined revalidation processes. 

By the end of this milestone, alignment is measured against a consistent reference rather than 

inferred through coordination. 

 

Milestone 6 — Embed Governance Within Lifecycle Execution (Weeks 14–26) 



Governance evolves from checkpoint-based review into an embedded mechanism within 

lifecycle execution. Decisions are evaluated continuously at defined points, and authority is 

exercised within the flow of work rather than outside it. 

This reduces the need for external oversight and integrates governance into how work is 

performed. 

Activities include refining governance checkpoints, integrating decision evaluation into 

workflows, and reinforcing authority ownership at each stage. Outputs include an embedded 

governance model and consistent decision evaluation practices. 

By the end of this milestone, governance becomes part of the system rather than an external 

control. 

 

Milestone 7 — Establish Lifecycle Learning Loops (Weeks 18–32) 

The final milestone introduces structured learning loops that connect delivery outcomes back to 

patterns, pricing, and decision-making. Data from delivery and operations is captured and used to 

refine patterns, adjust pricing models, and improve future engagements. 

This creates a system that improves over time rather than relying on individual experience. 

Activities include defining feedback mechanisms, linking performance data to pattern and 

pricing updates, and establishing processes for continuous improvement. Outputs include 

integrated learning loops and mechanisms for applying insights across the lifecycle. 

By the end of this milestone, the lifecycle operates as a controlled and improving system, with 

decisions informed by prior outcomes. 

 

Milestone Summary 

Across these milestones, the organization moves from coordinated lifecycle flow to a controlled 

lifecycle system over a sixteen to thirty-two week period. Authority is defined across the 

lifecycle, patterns and pricing are governed, and delivery operates within structured constraints. 

Intent provides a consistent reference for evaluating alignment, and learning loops ensure that the 

system improves over time. 

Coordination is no longer the primary mechanism for maintaining alignment. Decisions are 

connected through defined authority and evaluated within a controlled system. The next 

transition builds on this foundation by introducing AI capabilities that operate within these 

structures, improving efficiency while maintaining control. 



7. Transition: Mature Lifecycle → AI-

Augmented Lifecycle 

The prior section established a controlled lifecycle system defined by clear authority, governed 

patterns, aligned pricing, and embedded mechanisms for intent preservation and learning. 

Decisions are connected across Sales, Bid and Proposal, Practice, and Delivery, and outcomes 

are produced with greater consistency as work progresses through the lifecycle. With these 

structures in place, the system is capable of supporting the introduction of AI in a way that 

reinforces control rather than introducing variability. 

The objective of this transition is to apply AI capabilities within the lifecycle operating model to 

improve efficiency, consistency, and decision quality while maintaining the authority, patterns, 

and constraints already established. AI is introduced as an augmentation layer across the 

lifecycle, operating within defined boundaries and shared context. This ensures that automation 

and intelligence enhance the system rather than fragment it or shift decision ownership. 

This transition typically spans twelve to twenty-four weeks. The milestones focus on establishing 

shared data context, 

introducing AI-assisted 

capabilities across 

authorities, and 

connecting these 

capabilities to existing 

patterns, pricing, and 

governance 

mechanisms. Each 

milestone builds on the 

controlled system 

defined in the prior 

section so that AI is 

introduced into a 

structure that can 

govern and absorb it. 

 

 

Milestone 1 — Establish Shared Data Context Across the Lifecycle (Weeks 1–6) 

The first milestone establishes the data foundation required for AI to operate across the lifecycle. 

Data from sales, solution assembly, delivery, and operations is connected and aligned to the 

patterns, pricing models, and lifecycle stages already defined. 



The focus is on creating a consistent representation of work that reflects how engagements are 

structured, executed, and evaluated. This ensures that AI capabilities operate on data that is 

aligned to the lifecycle model rather than fragmented across functions. 

Activities include integrating data sources across lifecycle stages, standardizing data structures, 

and aligning data models with patterns and pricing. Outputs include a unified data model and 

connected data sources that reflect lifecycle activity. 

By the end of this milestone, the system has a shared data context that enables AI to operate 

consistently across the lifecycle. 

 

Milestone 2 — Introduce AI-Assisted Solution Assembly and SOW Generation 

(Weeks 4–10) 

With shared data context established, the next milestone introduces AI-assisted solution 

assembly and statement of work generation. These capabilities operate within the constraints 

defined by Practice Authority and the pricing models governed by Bid and Proposal. 

AI supports the assembly of solutions based on established patterns and generates proposals that 

align scope with defined service offerings. This improves speed and consistency while 

maintaining control over how work is defined. 

Activities include implementing AI-assisted proposal tools, aligning outputs with pattern 

libraries, and integrating pricing models into generation processes. Outputs include AI-assisted 

solution assembly capabilities and standardized proposal generation. 

By the end of this milestone, solution definition becomes faster and more consistent while 

remaining aligned with governed patterns and pricing. 

 

Milestone 3 — Implement Pricing Intelligence and Estimation Support (Weeks 

6–12) 

The next milestone applies AI to pricing and estimation by leveraging historical data and pattern-

based inputs. Pricing intelligence capabilities analyze prior engagements and inform current 

estimates, strengthening the connection between commercial assumptions and delivery realities. 

This capability operates within the governance of Bid and Proposal Authority, ensuring that 

pricing decisions remain controlled while benefiting from data-driven insight. 

Activities include developing pricing intelligence models, integrating historical data into 

estimation processes, and aligning outputs with pricing governance. Outputs include data-

informed pricing insights and improved estimation frameworks. 



By the end of this milestone, pricing decisions are more consistent, data-informed, and aligned 

with established patterns. 

 

Milestone 4 — Introduce AI-Assisted Design Validation and Pattern 

Enforcement (Weeks 8–16) 

AI is then applied to design validation and pattern enforcement, supporting Practice Authority in 

maintaining consistency across engagements. Proposed solutions are evaluated against reference 

architectures and defined constraints, allowing deviations to be identified earlier in the lifecycle. 

The focus is on reinforcing governed patterns rather than replacing them, ensuring that AI 

operates as an extension of Practice Authority. 

Activities include implementing validation tools, aligning evaluation criteria with pattern 

definitions, and integrating validation into solution assembly workflows. Outputs include AI-

assisted design validation capabilities and enhanced pattern enforcement mechanisms. 

By the end of this milestone, adherence to patterns becomes more consistent and less dependent 

on manual review. 

 

Milestone 5 — Implement Delivery Monitoring and Drift Detection (Weeks 10–

18) 

The next milestone applies AI to delivery and operations through monitoring and drift detection 

capabilities. Execution is evaluated continuously against defined patterns and intent, providing 

structured visibility into how work is progressing. 

This capability supports Delivery Authority by identifying deviations early and enabling more 

consistent alignment with defined constraints. 

Activities include implementing monitoring systems, defining drift detection criteria, and 

integrating alerts into delivery workflows. Outputs include delivery monitoring capabilities and 

drift detection systems. 

By the end of this milestone, execution is continuously evaluated against patterns and intent, 

improving alignment and reducing late-stage corrections. 

 

Milestone 6 — Establish Feedback Loops Linking Outcomes to Patterns and 

Pricing (Weeks 14–22) 



As monitoring capabilities mature, the next milestone establishes feedback loops that connect 

delivery outcomes back to patterns and pricing models. Data generated during execution and 

operation is used to refine patterns, adjust pricing assumptions, and improve future engagements. 

This creates a structured mechanism for applying learning across the lifecycle rather than relying 

on localized experience. 

Activities include defining feedback mechanisms, integrating insights into pattern updates, and 

aligning pricing adjustments with observed performance. Outputs include connected feedback 

loops and mechanisms for continuous improvement. 

By the end of this milestone, learning becomes systematic and is applied consistently across the 

lifecycle. 

 

Milestone 7 — Align AI Capabilities with Governance and Authority (Weeks 18–

24) 

The final milestone ensures that AI capabilities operate fully within the authority and governance 

model established in the prior transition. AI-generated outputs are evaluated within defined 

decision boundaries, and authority remains responsible for final decisions. 

Human oversight is maintained at key points, ensuring that AI enhances decision-making 

without reducing governance or shifting accountability. 

Activities include aligning AI outputs with governance checkpoints, defining oversight roles, and 

reinforcing authority ownership of decisions. Outputs include integrated AI governance practices 

and alignment between AI capabilities and authority structures. 

By the end of this milestone, AI operates as an integrated capability within a controlled lifecycle 

system, improving efficiency and consistency while preserving control. 

 

Milestone Summary 

Across these milestones, the organization introduces AI capabilities that enhance solution 

assembly, pricing, design validation, delivery monitoring, and learning over a twelve to twenty-

four week period. These capabilities operate within the structures defined by the lifecycle 

operating model, ensuring that improvements in speed and insight do not introduce variability. 

The system becomes more efficient and responsive, with decisions supported by data and 

automation. Authority, patterns, pricing, and governance remain the foundation of the system, 

and AI reinforces these structures by operating within them. 



The next transition builds on this foundation by introducing coordinated, agent-based decision-

making that operates across the lifecycle with defined boundaries and human oversight. 

 

8. Transition: AI-Augmented Lifecycle → 

Autonomous Lifecycle System 

The prior section introduced AI capabilities across a controlled lifecycle system, improving 

efficiency and consistency in how solutions are assembled, priced, validated, delivered, and 

refined. These capabilities operate within defined patterns, pricing models, and governance 

structures, ensuring that automation enhances the system without altering decision ownership. At 

this stage, AI supports decision-making within each authority, and outcomes continue to be 

governed through defined checkpoints and human oversight. 

The objective of this transition is to establish a coordinated, agent-based system that operates 

across the lifecycle while preserving the authority model, intent, and governance structures 

already in place. This transition does not replace the lifecycle operating model. It extends it by 

enabling decisions to be evaluated and acted upon continuously across connected agents that 

operate within defined boundaries. Human oversight remains embedded at key control points, 

ensuring that the system operates within acceptable conditions. 



This transition typically spans twenty-four to forty-eight weeks. The milestones introduce 

structured representations of intent, define agent-based capabilities aligned to each authority, 

connect these agents through shared context, and establish continuous evaluation and learning 

across the lifecycle. Each milestone builds on the AI-augmented system, ensuring that autonomy 

is introduced within a controlled environment rather than as an independent layer. 

 

Milestone 1 — Define Structured Intent Models (Weeks 1–8) 

The first milestone formalizes intent as a structured, machine-readable model that persists across 

the lifecycle. Intent captures business objectives, functional requirements, constraints, and 

operational expectations in a form that can be evaluated continuously. 

This extends the intent definition introduced in the prior transition into a format that supports 

automated evaluation. Intent becomes the reference point for decisions made by both humans 

and agents. 

Activities include defining intent structures, aligning them with lifecycle stages, and integrating 

intent into existing governance mechanisms. Outputs include structured intent models and 

lifecycle-aligned intent artifacts. 

By the end of this milestone, intent is consistently defined and accessible across the lifecycle in a 

form that supports continuous evaluation. 

 

Milestone 2 — Establish Agent Capabilities Across Authorities (Weeks 6–16) 

With structured intent in place, agent-based capabilities are defined across Sales, Bid and 

Proposal, Practice, and Delivery. Each agent operates within the decision boundaries of its 

corresponding authority, supporting activities such as signal interpretation, solution assembly, 

pattern validation, and execution monitoring. 

These agents do not replace authority. They operate within it, extending the ability to evaluate 

and act on information in real time. 

Activities include defining agent roles aligned to authorities, establishing input and output 

structures, and integrating agents into lifecycle workflows. Outputs include defined agent 

capabilities and initial deployment across lifecycle stages. 

By the end of this milestone, agent-based capabilities are introduced across the lifecycle, 

operating within defined authority boundaries. 

 



Milestone 3 — Connect Agents Through Shared Lifecycle Context (Weeks 10–

20) 

Agents are then connected through a shared lifecycle context that allows decisions and signals to 

propagate across stages. This connection ensures that actions taken in one part of the lifecycle 

are informed by conditions and decisions in others. 

The focus is on enabling coordinated behavior across agents while maintaining the constraints 

defined by patterns, pricing, and governance. 

Activities include establishing shared context models, integrating agent communication 

mechanisms, and aligning interactions with lifecycle stages. Outputs include connected agent 

systems and shared lifecycle context. 

By the end of this milestone, agents operate as a coordinated network rather than as isolated 

capabilities. 

 

Milestone 4 — Implement Continuous Intent Evaluation and Adjustment (Weeks 

14–26) 

With agents connected, the next milestone introduces continuous evaluation of work against 

defined intent. Decisions and actions are assessed in real time, and deviations from intent are 

identified as they occur. 

This extends the revalidation checkpoints introduced in earlier transitions into a continuous 

process that operates across the lifecycle. 

Activities include defining evaluation criteria, integrating intent checks into agent workflows, 

and establishing mechanisms for adjustment when deviations occur. Outputs include continuous 

intent evaluation systems and adjustment mechanisms. 

By the end of this milestone, alignment with intent is evaluated continuously rather than at 

discrete checkpoints. 

 

Milestone 5 — Introduce Human Oversight and Control Points (Weeks 18–32) 

Human oversight is formalized at defined control points where decisions require evaluation 

beyond automated capabilities. These control points ensure that the system operates within 

acceptable conditions and that exceptions are handled appropriately. 

Oversight is embedded within the system rather than applied externally, maintaining alignment 

with governance structures. 



Activities include defining control points, assigning oversight responsibilities, and integrating 

human decision-making into agent workflows. Outputs include defined oversight frameworks 

and integrated control mechanisms. 

By the end of this milestone, human oversight is structured and consistently applied across the 

lifecycle. 

 

Milestone 6 — Integrate Autonomous Learning Across the Lifecycle (Weeks 22–

40) 

Learning mechanisms are extended to operate autonomously across the lifecycle. Data generated 

by agents and execution is used to refine patterns, pricing models, and decision criteria without 

requiring manual intervention for each adjustment. 

This builds on the feedback loops established in the prior transition and extends them into a more 

continuous and integrated system. 

Activities include defining learning models, integrating feedback into agent behavior, and 

aligning updates with governance constraints. Outputs include autonomous learning systems and 

integrated improvement mechanisms. 

By the end of this milestone, the system improves continuously based on observed outcomes. 

 

Milestone 7 — Stabilize Autonomous Lifecycle Operations (Weeks 32–48) 

The final milestone focuses on stabilizing the autonomous system and ensuring that all 

components operate consistently within defined boundaries. This includes refining agent 

interactions, validating oversight mechanisms, and ensuring alignment with intent and 

governance. 

The objective is to establish a stable operating condition where the system functions as a 

coordinated whole. 

Activities include validating system performance, refining agent coordination, and reinforcing 

governance alignment. Outputs include a stabilized autonomous lifecycle system and validated 

operating conditions. 

By the end of this milestone, the lifecycle operates as a coordinated, agent-based system with 

embedded human oversight and continuous alignment to intent. 

 



Milestone Summary 

Across these milestones, the organization evolves from AI-assisted decision-making within a 

controlled lifecycle to a coordinated, autonomous system operating across all stages. Agents act 

within defined authority boundaries, decisions are evaluated continuously against structured 

intent, and learning is integrated across the lifecycle. 

The system operates with a higher degree of consistency and responsiveness while maintaining 

governance and control. Human oversight remains embedded at critical points, ensuring that 

autonomy operates within acceptable limits. This represents the most advanced stage of lifecycle 

maturity, where the operating model supports continuous evaluation, coordinated decision-

making, and sustained improvement across the system. 

 

9. Applying the Model 

The prior sections defined a progression from ad hoc execution through structured domains, 

lifecycle coordination, controlled authority, AI augmentation, and ultimately autonomous 

operation. Each transition introduced specific conditions that must be established before 

advancing. The purpose of this section is to translate that progression into a practical approach 

for organizations at different levels of maturity and to define how the model is applied in a 

controlled and effective manner. 

Organizations operate within an existing structure that reflects prior decisions about how work is 

organized, how authority is distributed, and how outcomes are measured. The first step in 

applying this model is to establish a clear understanding of that current state using the 

assessment approach defined earlier. This assessment determines both the stage of maturity and 

the structural limitations that affect outcomes. Without this clarity, transformation efforts focus 

on isolated improvements and do not change how the system operates. 

Once the current state is understood, the next step is to define the immediate transition rather 

than designing the full end state. Each stage introduces conditions that enable the next. 

Attempting to move directly to later stages, particularly those involving AI or autonomous 

operation, without establishing lifecycle continuity and authority results in fragmented execution 

and inconsistent outcomes. The model is sequential because each stage creates the structural 

conditions required for the next. 

Application of the model requires executive ownership. The lifecycle operating model spans 

sales, solution assembly, delivery, and operations, and cannot be implemented through local 

initiatives. Decision boundaries must be defined and enforced across the lifecycle, and 

accountability must exist for how the system performs as a whole. Without this ownership, 

transformation efforts remain localized and revert to coordination between functions. 

The model should be applied within a defined scope, typically a single service line, offering set, 

or client segment where patterns, pricing, and delivery can be aligned without dependency on the 



broader organization. Within this scope, the milestones defined in the prior sections are executed 

in sequence. This allows patterns, governance, and learning mechanisms to be established in a 

controlled environment and creates a reference model that can be extended across the 

organization. 

Progress should be measured based on system behavior rather than local performance 

improvements. Indicators of progress include consistency in how work is defined and executed, 

alignment between pricing and delivery, reduced variability at transitions, and the ability to trace 

outcomes back to defined intent. These measures reflect changes in how the system operates 

rather than improvements within individual functions. 

The introduction of authority is a structural change and requires deliberate implementation. 

Defining decision ownership across Sales, Bid and Proposal, Practice, and Delivery changes how 

work is governed and requires alignment across leadership. Authority is established through 

consistent application of decision rights within the lifecycle and reinforced through governance 

mechanisms. It is not achieved through organizational changes alone. 

AI capabilities should be introduced only after lifecycle continuity and authority are established. 

When applied within a controlled lifecycle, AI improves efficiency and decision quality without 

increasing variability. When applied in the absence of these conditions, AI accelerates existing 

fragmentation and produces inconsistent outcomes. The sequence defined in this guide ensures 

that AI operates within a system that can govern it. 

Organizations will progress through these stages at different rates. Some areas will establish 

lifecycle continuity and authority more quickly, while others will require additional alignment. 

The model supports controlled variation by allowing progression within defined scopes. Over 

time, these areas can be connected to form a consistent operating model across the organization. 

Supporting materials, including authority maturity guides and detailed work products, extend the 

concepts presented here into practical tools. These resources are intended to be applied within 

specific organizational contexts to refine implementation and support ongoing development of 

the operating model. 

Applying this model is not a single transformation effort. It is an ongoing process of defining, 

governing, and refining how work is structured and executed across the lifecycle. As the system 

matures, it produces more consistent outcomes, adapts to changing conditions, and incorporates 

new capabilities without losing control. 

 

10. Work With Me 

The model described in this guide defines how IT services organizations move from fragmented 

execution to a controlled lifecycle system and, ultimately, to coordinated autonomous operation. 

The progression is structured and the milestones are explicit, but implementation requires more 

than understanding the sequence. It requires ownership of the system, alignment across 



leadership, and the ability to introduce structural change that connects decisions across the 

lifecycle rather than improving isolated parts of the organization. 

Most organizations are not constrained by capability. They are constrained by structure. As 

complexity increases, that constraint compounds. Variability expands across engagements, 

margin performance becomes less predictable, and outcomes rely increasingly on experienced 

individuals maintaining alignment across functions. These conditions are not the result of 

insufficient effort. They are the result of how work is organized and governed. Without structural 

change, additional process, tooling, or automation increases the speed at which these conditions 

operate. 

Applying the lifecycle operating model requires coordinated changes to authority, patterns, 

pricing, delivery, and governance. These elements must be introduced together and reinforced 

through consistent use. When they are partially implemented, the organization continues to rely 

on coordination between functions, and the system reverts to its prior state under pressure. When 

they are implemented as a connected system, outcomes become more predictable, learning 

compounds across engagements, and the organization operates with greater control as scale 

increases. 

This work requires executive ownership. The lifecycle operating model spans sales, solution 

assembly, delivery, and operations, and cannot be implemented within a single function. 

Decision boundaries must be defined and enforced across the lifecycle, and accountability must 

exist for how the system performs as a whole. In organizations where this ownership is not 

established, transformation efforts stall or remain localized. Establishing a single point of 

accountability for the lifecycle system creates the conditions for sustained progress. 

In a limited number of cases, I work directly with leadership teams to design and implement this 

model within the organization. This work focuses on establishing the lifecycle as a closed-loop 

system, defining authority across Sales, Bid and Proposal, Practice, and Delivery, and 

introducing the structures required to preserve intent and connect decisions. The role is centered 

on the system itself and how it operates, rather than on any single function within it. 

For most organizations, the work begins with assessment and alignment. Leadership teams 

establish a clear understanding of the current state and the structural limitations that affect 

outcomes. From there, the transition is executed through the milestones defined in this guide, 

supported by detailed work products and authority-specific frameworks. This approach allows 

the model to be applied within a defined scope, creating a reference point that can be extended 

across the organization. 

The role of Chief Services Officer will become increasingly important as organizations recognize 

the need for clear ownership of the lifecycle system. Without defined accountability, lifecycle 

models remain partially implemented and revert to coordination between functions. Establishing 

this ownership aligns decision-making across the lifecycle and ensures that patterns, pricing, and 

delivery operate as a connected system. 



I also support organizations through advisory engagements, working sessions, and development 

of supporting materials. This includes refining service definitions, defining authority models, 

building pricing frameworks, and establishing governance mechanisms. These efforts are 

designed to accelerate implementation while maintaining alignment with the principles described 

in this guide. 

For practitioners working within these environments, the materials in this guide and the 

supporting resources are intended to be applied directly. Where additional depth is required, 

further work products and frameworks can be used to extend the model within specific 

organizational contexts. The objective is to provide practical tools that enable teams to 

implement structural change rather than rely on interpretation. 

The organizations that apply this model will operate differently over time. They will produce 

more consistent outcomes, align commercial and delivery performance, and incorporate new 

capabilities such as AI and autonomous operation without increasing variability. This difference 

becomes structural. It is reflected in how the system performs under scale, how decisions are 

made across the lifecycle, and how learning is captured and applied. 

If you are responsible for how your organization operates across the lifecycle, this model can be 

applied with you or within your team. 
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