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Page 1 - Executive Summary
Coordination is no longer an administrative issue. It is now a capital allocation issue.

For most large organizations, governance still relies on meetings, approval chains, and managerial routing
loops that were rational in a higher-friction information environment. That environment no longer exists.
The cost of sensing, routing, and rule encoding has collapsed. As a result, human-mediated coordination
has become a measurable structural drag.

This brief introduces Coordination Capital Ratio (CCR) as a board-relevant metric and outlines a
practical migration approach.

Core board message:

Organizations with CCR above 25% are typically coordination-bound. They should move from process
optimization efforts to governance architecture migration.
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Page 2 - Why This Matters Now (Cost Inversion)
Three cost curves have inverted:

* Cost of sensing down approximately 90%

*  Cost of routing down approximately 95%

Cost of rule encoding down approximately 85%

When these costs collapse, the relative cost of forum-based governance rises even if headcount is
unchanged.

What used to be "normal coordination overhead" becomes avoidable structural inefficiency.
Observed consequences in coordination-heavy environments:
Decision latency growth despite technology spend
* Duplicate governance effort across PMO, risk, and operations
* Rising meeting load with flat throughput

Higher spend on synchronization consultants
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Page 3 - CCR: Definition, Scope, and Board Relevance
Definition
CCR = % of operating cost spent on human-mediated coordination.
CCRincludes:
Meeting and forum load (person-hours converted to cost)
Status production and reporting traffic
Dedicated coordination headcount

Coordination-related waiting and handoff loss

CCR should be reviewed alongside:
SG&A ratio
Cost-to-income ratio
Operating leverage

Cycle-time and decision-latency indicators

Why boards care:

CCR is an early warning indicator for execution drag, governance friction, and weak capital deployment

velocity.
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Page 4 - Threshold Bands and Interpretation

< 15%: Infrastructure-leveraged

Coordination substrate is mostly embedded. Governance is typically explicit and scalable.

*  15-25%: Coordination-loaded

Meaningful coordination burden remains. Value can be released with targeted routing redesign.

25-35%: Coordination-bound

Governance friction is materially constraining execution and strategy velocity.

> 35%: Coordination-constrained

Coordination spend is absorbing disproportionate operating capacity; structural change is required.

Decision rule:

Above 25%, prioritize governance migration sequencing at executive level.
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Page 5 - Financial Impact Model for CFO and COO
CCR should be translated into financial terms, not only operational percentages.
lllustrative translation model

* Operating expense base: $2.0B

*  Current CCR: 31%

Coordination spend implied: $620M

If CCR is reduced from 31% to 24% over 18 months:
Implied released coordination load: $140M equivalent
Potential redeployment:

40% to execution capacity (delivery throughput)
30% to risk and control modernization
20% to product and customer outcomes

10% to contingency and transition costs

This is not a claim of immediate cash-out savings.

It is a capital redeployment and productivity leverage model.
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Page 6 - Current-State vs Target-State Governance Stack

Current-state pattern

PMO-heavy synchronization architecture
* Informal authority routing via escalation forums
* Control evidence scattered across minutes and messaging

High dependence on key coordinator individuals

Target-state pattern

Infrastructure-embedded sensing and routing
Encoded authority tiers and escalation thresholds
Automatic decision logging and traceability

Human attention reserved for exceptions and judgment

Outcome objective:

Move from forum-based synchronization toward rule-based governance with higher control quality and
lower latency.
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Page 7 - Regulatory and Audit Position

For regulated sectors, migration is credible when framed as control modernization.

Why compatibility is strong

Encoded rules are testable and version-controlled
Decision logs are generated by default
Escalation paths are explicit and reviewable

Alerting enables near real-time supervisory visibility

Board-level assurance questions

1

2

3

4

The migration case strengthens when governance evidence quality improves alongside CCR reduction.

Can decisions be reconstructed end-to-end for audit?
Are authority boundaries explicit by risk class?
Are overrides governed and logged?

Is policy drift detectable in operating time, not after the fact?
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Page 8 - Talent, Authority, and Political Feasibility
This model does not require a role-elimination narrative.
It requires authority redistribution from manual synchronization activity toward:
*Judgment under ambiguity

Exception handling

Strategic priority and trade-off design

Policy and control stewardship

Change principle
Do not frame as "automation replacing people."
Frame as "capital and authority moving from synchronization to execution and judgment.”

This framing materially lowers resistance from leadership layers and regulated control functions.
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Page 9 - 12-Month Executive Migration Blueprint
0-90 days: Baseline and design

1 Establish CCR baseline and decision latency map

2 Quantify top 3 coordination cost centers

3 Select one high-friction value stream for pilot

4 Define authority tiers and exception classes

90-180 days: Pilot and controls

1 Encode initial routing and escalation rules
2 Implement automatic decision log and audit trail
3 Track CCR movement and control quality in pilot domain

4 Document political, operational, and compliance learnings

180-365 days: Expand and reallocate

1 Extend migration to 2-3 additional value streams
2 Tie budget approvals to CCR and latency outcomes
3 Reallocate released coordination load into execution priorities

4 Publish quarterly board dashboard on CCR progression
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Page 10 - Board Agenda and Decisions Required

Immediate board actions

1

2

Mandate CCR as a recurring executive metric

Set provisional CCR target bands by operating unit
Sponsor a cross-functional governance migration diagnostic
Require audit and risk participation in migration design

Align capital approvals to measured CCR and latency improvement

90-day board review pack should include

If CCR exceeds 25%, delay carries compounding coordination cost and strategic response lag.

Baseline CCR by major operating domain
Decision latency baseline for critical flows
Pilot domain selection rationale
Governance risk register and mitigations

Capital redeployment options linked to strategy

Appendix A - Minimum CCR Dashboard (Board View)

Track quarterly:

CCR overall and by business unit

Coordination spend composition (meetings, management, reporting, waiting)
Decision latency for top 10 critical decisions

Exception volume and resolution time

Control/audit exception trends during migration

Capital redeployment utilization

Appendix B - What This Is Not

This is not:

A downsizing program
A software procurement memo

A productivity workshop
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A methodology rebranding exercise

This is:

A governance architecture migration
A capital efficiency strategy
A control modernization pathway

A board-level operating model decision
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